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PREFACE 
My profound gratitude is extended to Mr. Hartford 
N. Gunn, Jr., general manager of WGBH, for the idea 
that culminated in this thesis. To Mr. Dave Walker, 
CBC Director of Television, my eternal thanks for 
permission to utilize his collection of documents 
relating to the CBC. 
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CHAPTER I 
JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY. 
The neighbor to the north possesses a unique broad-
casting system both in radio and in television. Except in 
periodical literature, writers have not imparted much infor-
mation about the Canadian national television system. 
" Hybrid" aptly describes the s~stem because it is an off-
shoot of both public and private enterprise under government I, 
control. 
Canadians did not accept the American method of broad-
casting for various reasons which will be explained in the 
body of this thesis. An attempt was made in America to 
create a second type of television service similar in many 
ways to the Canadian. This new educational system has 
been struggling for recognition since 1952, the same year 
Canadian television was established. The Canadian system 
and educational television in this country were similar 
because each was concerned with the tastes of minority 
groups. Such a concern was a facet of the philosophy upon 
which television was introduced into Canada. 1 Because 
I The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Journal of the 
House of Commons, Third and Final Report of Special 
II 
'I 
J 
I 
Committee on nadio Broadcaa~ing, 21st Parliament, 1st Session~ 
Vol. XCV (Ottawa: Edmond Cloutier, 1953), p. 328. 
)) 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
/I 
I 
Canadian television provided for the desires of all groups, 
it differed greatly from American commercially op erated 
television. Because it differed, a more concentrated effort II 
had to be made by non-Canadians to understand the system 
as it existed in Canada. 
The obj e c t ives of this thesis were several. The 
primary one was an explanation of Canadian broadcasting 
philosophy because the philosophy of radio broadcasting 
was transferred to television by the Canadian Broadcasting 
Cor poration. It consisted of t hree facets : 1 (1) a concern 
for t h e desires of minority groups, (2 } a desire to give 
the people of Canada prog ram fare with Canadian content, 
and (3) a desire to develop Canadian talent throug h the 
media of radio and television. That philosophy beg an to 
form during the twenties when control of radio on the 
North American continent was in a state of flux~ 
Another objective concerned the attitudes of Canadians 
II 
toward CBC program fare. The writer analyzed the viewing 
habits of Canadians in Toronto to determine program preferenc l 
I 
in that area--American or Canadian. Toronto was chosen 
because it was one of the few local~s in Canada that were 
penetrated by more than one television station . In the 
Toronto area, four television stations were availabl e for 
Canadian viewing--two Canadian and two American. It was 
1 lThe New York Times, November 25, 1928, Part XI, j_ p. 18, col. ~ --
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hoped that the results drawn from the study of viewing in 
that area would indicate Canadian public opinion toward 
Canadian television program fare. 
Finally, the writer sought to provide information 
concerning the financial aspect of the CBC. Since the 
Corporation did not solely depend upon commercial revenue 
for income, financial support carne from other sources. 1 
During the past years, those sources have furnished diminish-
ing returns. 2 As a consequence, the Corporation has faced 
a financial crisis since the early fall of 1955.3 To solve 
the financial problems of the Corporation, Parliament 
appointed a Royal Commission to study and make recommenda-
tions related to some of the problems of inadequate CBC 
finances.4 
Those were the primary objectives of this thesis 
describing the problems of a unique system of broadcasting 
operated jointly by public and private interests in the 
Dominion of Canada. 
1Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts, 
Letters, and Sciences, Report of the Royal Commissillm on I 
National Development in the Arts, Letters, and Sciences, Part 
I (Otta\'v'a: Edmond Cloutier, 1951), p. 44. 
2canadian Broadcasting Corporation, Canadian Broad-
casting Corporation Annual Reports, 1949-1956. 
3rbid., pp. 3, 46. 
4 Royal Commission on Broadcasting , Report--Royal 
Commission on Broadcasting, Vol.I (Ottawa: Edmond Cloutier, 
1957), pp. 295-296. 
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CHAPTER II 
THE DEVELOPMID~T OF CANADIAN BROADCASTING PHILOSOPHY~ 
The broadcasting philosophy of the Canadian national 
television system was derived from a similar philo s ophy 
which existed in sound broadcasting. To understand the 
Canadian concept of television broadcasting, it is impera-
tiJre first to have knowledge of the early incidents which 
shaped the philosophy of radio broadcasting . From t hat 
basic information will emerge a c~earer conception of the 
Canadian national television system. 
American broadcasting was partially responsible for 
the unique broadcasting characteristics of the Canadian 
Broadcas tibg Corpora t ion. ~~en radio broadcasting beg an 
on the North American continent, there was no formal method 
of regulation in the United States. Federal regulation of 
radio began in the United States, with the l'lireless Ship 
Act of 1910, which forbade passenger ships to leave the 
United States unless equipped with · a means of radio 
1 
communication and a radio operator. wben the United States 
1 United States Code Annotated , Title 46, paragraph 
484, p. 403. 
----~==~~============--====-=-=-5~-~ 
ratified the first international radio treaty, the need for 
general regulation of radio became apparent in order to 
carry out treaty obligations. Consequently, Cong ress 
passed the Radio Act of 1912 -whlch gave the Secretary of 
Commerce power to licen se stations. 1 
~l'hen r a dio 1 s power as a public broadcast medium was 
realized, there was a tremendous rush to construct stations 
and g et on th e air. Since the Act of 1912 had not provided 
any speci fic frequencies for privately operated broadcast 
stations , Herbert Hoover, then Secre tary of Commerce, 
reserved two frequencies, 750 kilocycles and 833 kilocycles, 
for private use and all stations were licensed to operate 
on one of those two frequencies. The demand for licenses 
exceeded the available space on the two frequencies and by 
1925 there were almost 600 stations in the United States 
2 
and 175 applications on file. Every frequency in the 
broadcast band was occupied by at leas t one s t ation and 
some by several. An appeal was made to Congress to r emedy 
the chaotic situat~on. But until Congress passed a new 
radio law, Hoover was powerless to cope with the frequency 
1 Ibid.' p. 403 . 
2 Giraud Chester 
Television (New York: 
p. 28. 
and Garnett R . Garri s on, Radio and 
Appleton-Century- Crofts, 1950 ) ,--
---~~==~=============~========~~========~===============4r====== 
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assignment pli"oblem. In April 1926, Hoover was further j 
handicapped when a District Court in Chicago in the Zenith- · I 
McDonald case held that rt. • • he had no power to impose 
any restrictions "'ivhatsoever as to frequency, power, or 
hours of station operations."1 From July 1926 to February 
1927, "'ivhen the Radio Act of 1927 was passed, nearly 200 
2 
new stations went on the air in the United States. 
That '\ias the environment in which Canadian and 
I 
American radio matured. II Of major concern to Canada was the I 
problem of interference and penetration from American and 
Mexican stations resulting from the frequency assignment 
problems.3 In 1922, Canada and the United States had 
entered a "gentlemen's agreement 11 "'iihich assigned radio 
frequencies to both countries. Out of the ninety-five 
available frequencies, Canada received seventeen. Of that 
number, Canada retained only six for exclusive use and 
I 
I 
II 
tt agreed to share the remaining eleven with the United States. 1 
The six exclusive Canadian frequencies 1.vere 690, 730, 84o, 
910, 960, and 1030 kilocycles. Since there was no formal 
1Ibid. , p. 29. 2Ibid. , p"·· 29. 
3The Dominion of Canada Earliament, House of Commons 
Debates, SupplY--Department of Marine and Fisheries, 16th 
Parliament, 1st Session, April 9l 1927, Vol. II (Ottawa: 
F. A. Acland, 1927), pp. 2183-2H>4. 
4The N2 York Times, January 9, 1927, Part VIII, p .• 
9, col. 1. 
II 
I 
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treaty which allocated ·specific frequencies or channels to 
specific countries, stations in the United States shifted 
to the frequencies reserved for Canada by the "gentlemen's 
agreement" of 1922. The problem became more acute in 1923 
( 
l j 
Jl 
l 
I 
when the United States allocated every available wavelength I 
in the broadcast band to American stations. 1 
The type of interference that existed was revealed in 
1927 when station CFCA in Toronto complained that the 
American station in Buffalo, WKBW, interfered with reception ! 
of their Sunday church service broadcast in the Toronto 
area. 2 Stations in the United States had no regard for 
~ 
Canadian rights when they shifted channels. The six exclu-
sive frequencies assigned to Canada were "pirated" by I' 
II As a result of a conference between ,1 
c. P. Edwards, Radio Director at Ottawa, and Secretary I 
American broadcasters. 
Hoover in 1927, several Canadian broadcasters agreed to j 
change their wavelengths in an effort to alleviate the 
interference between American and Canadian stations.3 
Early in January of 1927, stations in Toronto and Ottawa 
switched channels to overcome heterodyning interference 
1 
Keith MacKinnon, Analyzing the Havana Treaty, 
(Ottawa: Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 1944), p. 3. 
2The New York Times, January 9, 1927, Part VIII, 
p. 9, col:-1.-------
3Ibid., p. 9, col. 1. 
!I 
I 
8 
rrom American stations. The change proved to be unsatis-
rac tory and the two stations returned to their old frequency •1 
In March 1927, Canada renewed its efforts to settle li 
the allocation of radio frequencies peacefully. Arrangements'' 
were made for representatives of both governments to confer 
and seek solutions to the "pirating" or Canadian frequencies 
by broadcasters in the United States. Before the conference 
began, it was speculated that the Canadians would request 
exclusive use of six additional frequencies increasing the 
Canadian number to twelve. 2 If that occurred, the troubles 
of the Federal Radio Commission would increase because the 
Commission was in the process of reallocating wavelengths 
in the United States under the new law of 1927. If the 
Can ro ians demanded additional rrequencie s, the total number 
available to the United States would be smaller and the 
allocation plan would be conrused rurther.3 
As expected, when the Special Joint Committee of the 
United States and Canada opened on March 21, 1927, Cans. da 'I 
requested six additional exclusive radio frequencies. The 
Canadian delegation demanded more frequencies because 
1The New York Times, February 20, 1927, Part VIII, 
p. 20, cor:-7-.-- ----
2The New York Times, March 20,1927, Part I, p. 13, 
col. 1. 
3Ibid., p. 13, col. 1. 
II 
-------
9 
American broadcasters had failed to keep off the 
Canadian wavelengths in the past. 1 
II 
exclusively ! 
I 
I On March 22, 1927, the international conference ended 
II 
with no agreement between the two countries. The Canadian 
delegation had indicated at the conference that rather 1
1 
than select frequencies and make the radio situation more 
chaotic, they chose to take Canadian grievances before the 
conference of the two nations. During the two day meeting, 
'I 
II 
the Canadian delegation requested a minimum of six additional 
exclusive frequencies. The delegation asked the guarantee 
of the Federal 'Radio Commission that the exclusively Cana-
dian frequencies would not be violated or "pirated" in ~ 
the fUture. 2 As previously states, the use of the Canadian I 
frequencies by American broadcasters resulted from a deci-
sion of a Federal Court in Chicago which stated that 
Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover had no authority to 
regulate radio transmission. 
Alexander Johnson, Canadian Deputy Minister of Marine 
and Fisheries, reflected the attitude of the entire Cana-
dian delegation at the conclusion of the unsuccessful 
conference when he stated "we are profoundly disappointed ••• 
1The New York Times, March 22, 1927, p. 30, col. 3. 
2The New York Times, March 23, 1927, p. 27, col. 1 
-==-----
I 
II 
I 
_ 10_ 
that the new commission does not see fit to agree that 
Canada shall have either twelve or fifteen wavelengths • • • 
Johnson declared that a minimum of twelve exclusive fre-
quencies were needed to provide reasonable service to the 
ten million Canadians spread across Canada's four thousand 
.1 2 m~ e s. 
As a friendly gesture to Canada, the Federal Radio 
Commission ordered on March 24, 1927, that no additional 
stations would be licensed for operation on any of the 
exclusively Canadian frequencies.3 The Commission also 
stated that the thirteen stations already located on the 
Canadian frequencies would be moved to wavelengths where 
serious interference would not result. The suggested 
area was between 1360 and 1500 kilocycles.4 
By December 1, 1927, twenty-five frequencies had been 
cleared by the United States in an effort to minimize 
heterodyning effects between Canadian and lmerican radio 
stations.5 Two months elapsed and Canadian broadcasters 
I 
ftl 
II 
I 
I 
,I 
li 
I 
reported no appreciable change in the amount of interference , 
I 
1 The New York Times, March 24, 1927, p. 20, col. 2. 
2 Ibid • , p • 2 0, c o 1 • 2 • 
3The New York Times, March 25, 1927, p. 26, col. 6. 
4The New York Times, April 9, 1927, p. 16, col. 3. 
5The New York Times, February 19, 1928, Part IX, 
p. 16, cor:-2-.-- ----
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11 
from American stations. 1 Sam J . Ellis, Radio Inspector in 
Toronto, reaffirmed Canadian beliefs regarding frequency 
assignment when he stated that only one station should be 
licensed to opera t e on each wavelength regardless of t he 
distance between the stations . 2 At that time , only two 
broadcast stations were located on the same wavelength i n 
:Janada. Toronto i h the east and Vancouver in the west 
shared the same frequency. Although the width of Canada 
separated those two stations, heterodyning effects were 
~ 
reported in the provinces of Alberta and Saskatchevmn • ./ 
Approximately one year after vanada had requested 
additional exclusive frequencies a t the unsuccessful inter-
n a tional conference in Wa shing ton, D.C., the Dominion renewed 
I 
its request. On April 3, 1928, a Canadian delegation 
officially asked the Federal Radio Commission for six 
additional frequencies for the second time. ngain the re-
quest was denied . 4 
One v-1eek later, April 8, an editorial in The New York 
Times presumptuously stated that 11 Canada would do well to 
remember that the best prog rams are those radiated by the 
United States and she should not deprive her thinly settled 
areas of them. u5 The journalist did not realize that ·what 
1 Ibid., p. 16, col. 2 . 2 Ibid ., p. 16, col. 2. 
3Ibid., p . 16, col. 2. 
4 The New York Times, April 4, 1928, p. 25, col. 2. 
-fl=--===-===- 5Ecii-toria ----T:n - New ork= 'f11ffe-s B.p-r-~:=:r 8 l-(")2 · --t:4F==== 
__ - ·- __ , .l. , -::7 , ar 
III, p. 4, col. 2. 
I 
,I 
I 
11 
II 
was good for the United States was not necessarily bene-
ficial to Canadians. The domination of Canadian airwaves 
12 
tl by American broadcasters over both Canadian and American 
stations was one of the major concerns of the Canadian 
Government. Canada did not intend to have her airwaves 
and people captured permanently by radio programs of 
American advertisers, American musical offerings, political 
events and newscasts. Canadian officials desired distinctly 
ij 
I 
I 
Canadian program fare instead of broadcast material emanating 
from the United States. 1 I 
I j The popularity of New York stations in Canada became 
I evident in 1928 when radio stations in Toronto shifted to 
allow New York stations to penetrate Canada without inter-
ference from Canadian stations. 2 In fact, New York stations 
were the most sought after by listeners in Eastern Canada.3 
Toronto was also penetrated by stations in St. Louis, Kansas 
City, Denver, and frequently by stations from the Far West.4 
In Toronto there was always an abundance of American 
programming av a ilable. This was the reason why Canada 
requested more exclusive wavelengths. The government felt 
1 
The New York Times, November 25, 1928, Part XI, 
p. 18, cor:-1-.-- ----
2The New York Times, October 14, 1928, Part XI, p. 
17, col. o:- --- ----
3Ibid., p. 17, col. 6. 
4Ibid., p. 17, col. 6. 
II 
II 
1\ 
II 
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13 
that some of the program fare was too American and was not 
suited to Canadian tastes. 1 
Canada's patience in the frequency allocation problem 
was further tried during the later part of 1928 when a 
powerful government-constructed radio station in Manitoba 
could not obtain a clear channel upon which to operate. 
None were available to Canada because the Federal Radio 
Commission in the United States had not seen fit to allo-
2 
cate additional exclusive frequencies to Canada. 
The United States Federal Radio Commission assumed 
through the years that it possessed the authority to 
II 
I 
I 
II 
dictate radio law and regulation to the entire North American 
continent. The Domimion of Canada never sanctioned such 
jurisdiction and would have been justified to license any 
number of stations for any frequency as was practiced in 
the United States. But Canada never took recourse in that 
direction. Canada displayed a willingness to solve the 
problem of interference by mediation rather than by imitatioJ 
of the United States.3 
As early as April, 1928, only one week after Canada 
renewed its request for additional exclusive radio f'requencie
1
s, 
I 
libid., p. 17, col. 6. 
2The New York Times, November 25, 1928, Part XI, 
p. 18, co~1-.- -
3The New York Times, November 11, 1928, Part XII, 
p. 2, col~.-------
I 
I 
I 
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I 
the Canadian Government began considering a method of 
national radio control similar to the method employed by 
Great Britain. In Parliament on April 11, 1928, P.J.A. 
Cardin, then Minister of Marine, issued the government's 
initial statement regarding publicly-owned radio broad-
casting:l 
1 
"In view of the development in recent times of 
radio broadcasting and having regard to the seemingly 
unsatisfactory condition now obtaining, the Government 
is giving consideration to the question of whether or 
not it would be generally advantageous to adopt a 
policy of national broadcasting along the lines adopted 
in that respect by the British Government."2 
Public ownership was advocated in the belief that additional 
exclusive frequencies could be obtained from the United 
States. The lack of coverage also prompted that government 
announcement. There were many "blind" spots in Canada 
I 
I 
where no Canadian radio could be heard.3 That was only 
natural because radio was controlled by commercial interests , 
and the advertiser was interested only in the large, popu-
lated areas of Canada.4 
col. 2. 
1The New York Times, April 13, 1928, p. 29, col. 5. 
2Ibid., p. 29 , col . 5. 
3The New York Times, April 22, 1928, Part X, p. 16, 
4canadian Broadcasting Corporation, History and 
Development~~ National System (Ottawa: CBC Press-and 
Information Services, 1956), p. 2. (Hereafter referred to 
as CBC, History.) 
I! 
I' 
II I 
II 
In July 1928, Parliament voted $25,000 to finance a 
commission of three to investigate broadcasting conditions 
1 in the Dominion of Canada. On December 6, 1928, the Royal 
Commission was announced ~d con sis ted of Sir John Aird, 
president of the CanadisnBank of Commerfe, chairman; 
Charles A. Bowman, editor of the Ottawa Citizen; and 
II 
I 
I 
Augustine Frigon, director of the Polytechnic School at 
Montreal. 2 The Commission was charged to study and investi- I 
gate the relative merits of public, private, or a combination ! 
ownership of broadcasting in Canada.3 To acquaint them-
selves with various broadcasting systems throughout the 
world, the Co~nission visited London, Berlin, Paris, The 
Hague, Brussels, Geneva, Dublin, Belfast, and New York be-
fore holding public sessions in twenty-five cities across 
Canada. 4 
The briefs submitted by the All-Canadian Congress of 
Labor and the Canadian Legion were typical of many submitted. 
Both advocated government operation of broadcast stations, 
elimination of co~mercials, licensing of receiver sets, and 
1The New York Times, July 22, 1928, Part VIII, p. 15, 
col. 8. 
2The New York Times, December 7, 1928, p. 32, col. 8. 
3Ibid., p. 32, col. 8. 
4The New York Times, December 8, 1928, Part X, p. 18, 
col. 7.----
I 
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16 
developing of Canadian broadcasting in such a manner as to 
create national unity and patriotism to offset the past 
influence of American broadcasting. 1 
After the Aird Co~~ission began deliberations, the 
government held back licenses because of the great shortage 
of frequencies in Ca~ada and private concerns hesitated to 
apply because they feared that stations would have to be 
abandoned if a national system were introduced. 2 
The Aird Report was submitted to the House of Commons 
in September 1929, nine months after the Commission was 
appointed. As had been expected, the Aird Commission 
recommended a national system of broadcasting by Canada 
under control of the Dominion Government instead of private 
'I I 
individuals. The Aird Report specifically recommended (1) II 
that seven 50,000 watt stations be constructed--one for each ·I 
province except Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, and Prince Ed-
ward Island which would share one centrally located high 
power station, (2} that existing broadcasting stations be 
closed and the owners compensated, (3) that the several 
provinces control program content, (4) that all capital 
and operating costs be met by the government, (5) that radio 
I 
I' 
1The New York Times, July 4, 1929, p. 8, col. 2. II 
2The New York Times, August 25, 1929, Part IX, p. 17, 1 
col. 6. I 
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:j 
I 
sets be licensed at $3.00 each and "indirect'' advertising I 
be accepted to help defray expenses, (6) that an annual I 
subsidy of $1,000,000 be granted by the government for 
broadcasting, and (7) that control of radio broadcasting 
be vested in a commission of three. 1 
Opposition to the national system mounted and much of 
the former enthusiasm for that method 6f con tro 1 vanished 
2 
within a f'ew months. Persons with a financial interest in 
broadcasting protested because much money had been spent 
establishing the existing stations and rapport. Small 
advertisers protested because they could not afford to 
advertise on the much larger stations planned by the govern-
ment. Canadians in Eastern Canada opposed the recommended 
system because good American programs penetrated that part 
of Canada regularly. The Aird Commission realized that 
Canadian programming would have to improve in quality to 
3 
compete with program fare from the United States. 
In April 1930, the bill to make the provisions of the 
Aird Report law was pigeon.,.holed in Parliament and the 
entire radio problem was referred to a special committee 
for consideration. It was felt that the government was 
surprised at the caliber of opposition to the Aird Report 
'I 
I 
'I I 
II 
I, 
II 
II 
!I 
II 
I 
II 
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'I 
I 
I 
!I ~The New York Times, September 12, 1929, p. 34, col. ~~ · 
The New York Times, September 22, 1929, Part III, p.l
1
1 
1, col. 6-.-----
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'I 
recommendations and did not wish to plunge into an expensive 1 
undertaking which might prove unpopular. 1 J .B.M. Baster, 
1
j 
then Premier of New Brunswick, declared in his Legislature 
. 2 
that broadcasting was no concern of the Federal Governmsnt. 
The special committee was appointed on April 9, 1930, 
by Prime Minister Mackensie King "· •• to consider all 
matters connected with the radio broadcasting situation 
problems, together with the report of the royal commission 
on radio broadcasting •••• "3 The committee never met. 
Members of the House of Commons demanded to know if the fact 
that two outstanding Liberal papers owned Canadian radio 
stat ions had any effect upon the failure of the committee to 
materialize.4 House member Pierre Cardin assured his 
colleagues that the committee failed to meet because of the 
coming election.5 The committee would not have ample time 
to execute the instructions in its terms of reference 
adequately. It was suggested that no private licenses be 
issued until control of the broadcasting system had been 
6 decided. The construction of additional stations would 
II 
only complicate the broadcasting picture more. Cardin 
declared that the issuance of private licenses could not be 11 
,, 
col. 5. 
2Ibid., p. 1, col. 5. 
1 The New York Ti~, April 20, 1930, Part III, p. 1, 
3The Dominion of Canada Parliament, House of Commons 'I 
Debates, Radi~ Broadcasting--Powers of Special Committee, 16t~ 
Parliament, 4th Session, April 10, 1930, Vol. II (Ottawa: F.A. 
--===lF==A""'c:=l~an d,_ l2Jill_, _ ;g ·~ 25 ··~----===================lf==== 
4Ib id. , p. 1425. 
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terminated because one year would elapse before Parliament 
could deal vlith the question of ownership;. 1 The House of 
Commons decided that new licenses could be issued with the 
understanding that the government might nationalize radio. 2 1l 
Radio in Canada was facing a dilemma. No one kne\v if Cana- 11 
dian broadcasting \•las to proceed under public or p.riva te 
ovmership because the Aird Report had not been acted upon. 
The Special Committee appointed in 1930 to consider the Aird jl 
Report failed to materialize because of opposition to the 
Aird proposals and the approaching election. Parliament 
had no time for radio. 3 Ho\'rever, the requests for licenses 
1
1 
I' 
increased. In May 1930, there were eighty rene\vals pending ,
1
. 
and 120 applications for nevr commercial stations in Canada. 4 1 
A few months later, the Liberal Government was defeated at 
I 
I 
I 
the polls by the Conservatives. Nearly two more years passed 
before another committee was appointed to study the Aird 
Report and the broadcasting situation. 
As the year 1930 terminated, a new organization was 
formed in Canada to expedite the nationalization of radio 
broadcasting. 5 The nevi body, the Canadian Radio League, had , 
.I 
2 • . I 11.12.19.. , P'• 1425. Ib~d. , P'• 1425. 1 
3~ New~ Times, May 25, 1930, Part X, p. 8, col. l7. 
4rug_., p. 8, col. 7. 11 
5The New York Times, December 21, 1930, Part III, 
p:;. 6, col. 8. II 
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national membership and was determined to turn the tide of 
public opinion toward government controlled broadcasting. II 
The League supported the Aird Report recommendations. In 
stating its purpose, the League said that only two types of 
broadcasting could be considered for Canada--the American 
plan with station power and program quality dep3nden t upon 
commercial revenue and the British plan of national service 
under public ownership. The League emphasized the fact that 
the total power of American stations penetrating Canada was 
twenty-one times greater than the total wattage of Canadian 
stations. 1 The coverage area of Canadian stations was 
266,000 square miles compared to 736,000 square miles covered'1 
by Americm stations. 2 The League further stated that every II 
Canadian who owned a radio receiver could receive an American! 
I 
' 
station whereas only three out of five could hear a Canadian i 
station.3 1 
The efforts of the Canadian Radio League toward radio 1 
nationalization were hal ted in March of 1931 when the provinc1e 
of Quebec questioned the authority of the Federal Government \j 
I 
to control broadcasting in the individual provinces.4 Quebeci 
I 
1 Ibid., p. 6, col. 8. 
~The New York Times, December 21, 1930, Part III, p. 
6, col. 8-:-----
3The New York Times, January 18, 1931, Part III, p. 
8, col. 3:- -----
4The New York Times, March 8, 1931, Part III, P• 6, 
------col. 
I 
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'I 
feared that under a national system, the French would- ~ec~::-~-
subordinated to English-language broadcasts. The government 
could not afford to make a hasty decision because Quebec 
I 
was valuable politically. 1 The following month, four other j 
provinces joined Quebec in the fight to gain control of radioll 
2 I 
broadcasting and licensing. Joining Quebec were Ontario, .I 
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and New Brunswick. The hearing was 
scheduled for April 13 before the Dominion Supreme Court. A 
decision was not handed down until Februa~ of 1932. As a 
result, debate on the control of radio broadcasting did not 
occur in the 1931 session of Parliament.3 
On February 9, 1932, the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council decided that Parliament had the sole right to 
regulate and control radio communications in the Dominion of 
Canada.4 That was an important decision because it was used 
as a reference in deciding rulings in subsequent development 
in communications in Canada.5 The decision of the Privy 
Council giving the Federal Government authority to control 
communications brought nationalized radio nearer reality. I 
had been two and one-half years since the Aird Report was 
col. 4. 
1 The New York Time~, March 22, 1931, Part III, p. 11 
2The New York Times, April 5, 1931, p. 27, col. 1. 
3The New York Times, April 22, 1931, p. 23, col. ~-· 
4The New York Times, February 10, 1932, p. 26, col. 
5Ibid., p. 26, col. 1. 
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issued. Before the Liberal Government was defeated, then 
Prime Minister King gave nationalized broadcasting his 
support. When the Conservatives came into power, Prime 
Minister Bennet was involved in appeals by the provinces 
22 
to gain control of broadcasting. After the decision of the 
6ouncil was announced, Prime Minister Bennet considered the 
appointment of a special committee to examine the merits 
1 
of public or private ovmership- of broadcast stations. The 
I 
I 
I 
announced Parliarentary Committee vTaS appointed on March 2, 11 
I 
I 
II 
I 
1932, and charged to (1) consider the Aird Report, (2) re-
commend a method for radio broadcasting in Canada designed 
to come from Canadian sources, and (3) investigate and I 
recommend a proper agent to carry out such a scheme. 2 The I 
question of public or private o-vmership of the broadcasting 
system arose. Arguments from both factions \vere heard. 
Advocates of public ownership were concerned with the lack 11 
of coverage existing under private ownership.3 Only two- I 
fifths of the Canadian population, outside Montreal and 
Toronto, could receive Canadian stations regularly. 4 
After two months of hearing evidence and arguments, 
1The New York Times, February 21, 1932, Part III, 
p. 6, cor:-4:----
2The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Journal of the !1 
House of Commons, Second !!ill! Final Repor_t. of Special Committee 
on Radio Broadcas~, 17th Parliament, 3rd Session, Session' 
1932, Vol. LXX (Ottawa: F.A. Acland, 1932), p. 414. (Here-
after referred to as The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Seco d 
and Final Report of the Sp~cial Committee~ Radio _Broadcastang.) 
I' 
· a. II 
I 
I 
23 
-- -~=-----=- -~ =--- -=--
1 
the Committee submitted its report to Parliament. From the 
Aird Report and other evidence, the Committee recommended 
that the cost of broadcasting be financed from license fees 
and commercial revenue. The next recommendation gave birth 
to legislation that was to incorporate private and public 
broadcasters into a single body. The Committee asked that 
low power private stations be established to aid in the 
distribution of programs provided by high power publicly-
owned stations. Its most significant recommendation was 
the suggestion that a three member Commission be appointed 
to regulate and control all broadcasting, constructions, and 
operations of stations, and the licensing and allocation of 
frequencies to broadcasting stations. 
Vfuen the bill proposed by the Committee reached the 
Senate, there was considerable discussion related to the 
clause providing for the appointment of the Radio Commission ! 
I 
I 
Several members of the Senate felt that the Commission would i 
be too expensive to the government. The salaries of the 
three members were strong ly attacked. The bill provided for 
the chairman to be paid $10,000 yearly, the vice-chairman 
$8,000 annually and the third commissioner $8,000 per year. 
1The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Second and Final 
Report of the Special Committee~ Radio BroadcastiDg; 
pp. 415:-rj:iO.-
2The Domin&on of Canada Parliament, Senate Debates, 
Radio Broadcasting Bill, 17th Session, 1932 
Session (Ottawa: F:x:-Acland 
I 
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- -- -
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Members of the S.enate stated that the government could not 
,, 
afford such large sums of comp~ensation to an unp-roven enter- ' 
I 
prise at a time when the country was 
1929 Depression. 1 But vlhen Rodolphe 
still affected by the .'I 
Lemieux reminded the 
I 
Senate that •twe shall be independent of American broadcasting , 
and this independence should be a very good thing, as radio ,J 
plays an imp:ortant part in education, "'2 the S.enate remembered 
I 
that was the prime reason for their concern in broadcasting. ' 
On }~y 26, 1932, Parliament accepted the recommendations of 
the Sp·ecial Committee and passed the Canadian Radio Broad-
casting Act which appointed the Canadian Radio Broadcasting 
Commission to oversee Canadian broadcasting.3 As early as 
the follovling November, the Radio Commission was attacked 
h tl f d . "1 4 Th c . . ve emen y or spen 1ng money unnecessar1 y. e ommlSSlon 
II 
travelled over Canada to examine radio opsrations. One member 
' of the S.enate accused the Commission of unnecessary expendi-
1 
tures and declared that "as for this one (Commission) in 
.. .$' particular, I do not believe it is necessary at all •••• ,, 
,, 
Further critic ism of the Commission 1.vas based upon the fact '· 
that instead of receiving one million dollars in license 
ll.hiQ.., pp:. 484-485. 2Ibid., p .• 485. 
3The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Senate Debates, II 
Radio Broadcasting Bill, 17th Parliament, 4th Session, Novem~er 
8, 1932 (Ottawa:. F .A. Acland, 1933), p. 131.. j 
4Ibid., p. 131. 5~., p;. 131. ! 
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25 
fees the government paid out t-vro million dollars to supp:ort 
the Radio Commission.1 That was an additional tax bur~en 
on the peovle of Canada. The calibre of the hostility 
tm·rard nationalized radio service was reflected in the 
II 
1\ 
,, 
I 
I 
I 
Senate again when P. C. Lemieux rose to attack the Radio 
Commission and its excessive exp~nditures. 2 Lemieux asked 
"\•lhy should the Goverrunent assume the cost of broadcasting?. 1 
It is unnecessary, and is giving rise to a great deal of 
trouble in the various p:rovinces."3 Such were the attitudes 
of some members of Parliament tmvard the national radio 'I 
II 
service. All who spoke against such a system were concerned !! 
with the extra exp~nses thrown on the goverrunent and financed 
by the Feople through additional taxes. 
In June 1934, two years after the formation of the 
Canad-ian .. :Radio Broadcasting Commission, a select S.pecial 
Committee 'i·ras appointed to inquire into and report on the 
operations of the Radio Commission.4 In its re2ort, the 
Committee stated that national broadcasting in Canada had 
presented many difficulties and required large expenditures 
of public money. The Committee studied the efficiency of 
the Commission and stated that more efficient broadcasting 
lj 
I 
'I 
II 
I 
! 
I 
1 -- I The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Senate Debates, J 
Income tvar Tax Bill, 17th Ea.rliament, 6th S:ession., 1935 
Session, June 11, 1935 (Ottavm:: J .o. Patenaude, 1935), p·. 3~7. 
2Ibid., pl. 357. 3Ibid., p:. 3~7. 
4The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Journal of the I 
House of Commons, Second and Final Report .Q!:. Select Special 
~====4r=~~~-em~m- - -~?t:~- t~-e~e- -n -aGI.-i - ~€>ad;(3a.s"'to~l:JF -P,a.~l!-:.ki.-a.meR.t :6ft .. ss4.-eu.r==== 
June 29, 1934~Vol. EXXII (Ottawa: J.O. Patenaude, 1934), p~. 
560-561. I 
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c ould be obtained if handled by a General Manager working 
with the Radio Commission. 1 
Other than an abundance of criticism, the Radio 
Commission was faced with two other problems that became 
acute in 1936. Both of the problems related to its lack 
26 I 
of independence from the Canadian Government. The Commissio 
was dependent upon a Parlianen tary appropriation for its 
finances and Commission personnel were subject to the Civil 
Service Act. The Civil Service regulat i ons prevented 
elasticity ' in salary scales which were needed to attract 
certain personnel required by the Commission to carry out 
its functions properly. Accordingly, a Special Committee 
was appointed to examine the operations of the Canadian 
2 Radio Broadcasting Commission. The Special Committee 
recommended a revision of the national broadcasting system 
and provided for more independence in its operations without I 
I 
altering the principles of public ownership as stated by 
the Act of 1932.3 The Canadian Radio Broadcasting Commission 
I 
was renamed the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation and fashiod ed 
more like a private corporation but with powers both private 1 
I 
I 
1Ibid., pp. 560-561. I, 
2The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Journal of the I 
House of Commons, Third and Final Report of Special Commi tteel 
Investigating Radio Commission, 18th Parliament, lst Session, J 
1936 Session, Vol. LXXIV (Ottawa: J.O. Patenaude, 1936), j 
pp. 353-355. 
3Ibid., pp. 353-355. 
~~==================================================~~======~z~=~F======== 
and public broadcasting. The Corporation was to be headed 
by a general manager with an assistant and a nonpartisan 
board of nine g overnors to determine policy. These revision 
,j became law on November 2, 1936, under the Canadian Broad-
1 
casting Act of 1936. The Act of 1936, plus amendments, 
regulated and controlled broadcasting in Canada at the time 
of wri ting (1957). 
Thus the Canadian philosophy of broadcasting became 
established. It was a philosophy which included the beliefs 
that Canadians should be exposed, through broadcasting , 
t o programs of Canadian origin and content that provided 
hours of education, information, and entertainment . It was 
l 
II a philosophy which concerned itself with the desires of 
I I minority groups in addition to the desires and needs of the 
II 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I! 
mass audience by utilizing the cooperation of both public 
a nd private ownership. Several Parliamentary Committees 
agreed upon the functions and method of control of Canadian 
broadcasting. Possibly a large segment of the Canadian II 
population did not like the type of broadcasting furnished I 
them by the government controlled agency. There is evidence 
to this effect in the disag reement in Parliament upon the 
2 
value of nationalized broadcasting . Chapter V deals with 
cranadian preferences in program fare. 
1Ibid., pp. 353-355 2 See pp. 23-24. 
I 
I 
---
~j __ 
---
CHAPTER III 
EVENTS PRECEDING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CANADIAN 
NATI ONAL TELEVISION SYSTEM 
Canada did not accept television without initially 
examining the medium and discovering the problems that 
would arise. Much thought and discussion of the medium by 
learned men preceded the introduction of television into 
Canada. The value and importance placed upon television 
could be seen from the methods used by Canada to pave the 
way for the development of Canadian television. 
As early as 1932, twenty years prior to its intro-
duction into Canada, the Canadian Government was made aware 
of the i mpact and importance television would have in the 
broadcasting medium. Sir John Aird, who chaired the Aird 
Commission earlier:, gave thia account before the Parliamen-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
tary Radio Committee in Ottawa in 1932: I 
"· •• whilst television is not perfected yet it I 
has made great improvement in Great Britain and Germany. ! 
But it is coming, gentlemen, and we Should be prepared I 
in dealing with this question of radio broadcasting, to ' 
keep the question of television well before us ••• I 
mention these things to ask you to see that it is not 
i mpossible that television will someday--and I think 
before very long--become of importance and an adjunct 
probably of radio broadcasting ••• nl 
The CBC Board of Govenors issued statements in May 
lcBc, History, p. 21. 
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1 and November of 1948 to clarify their position in regard to 
I' 
! television. 1 In those releases, Canadians were informed 
that the new medium would be expensive to Canada because 
of the nature of the country. If a national service were 
to be established, the CBC had to make every effort to 
reach as many Canadians as possible. The population dis-
tribution made television an expensive undertaking. There 
were also many technical problems. Stations had to be 
constructed and transmitters erected over an expanse of 
four thousand miles. Then the Board of Govenors drew 
attention to the fact that some Canadians were already 
receiving American programs in southern Ontario. That 
taste of television sparked the fire which consumed a 
tremendous amount of money over the years. With those 
points in mind, the CBC Board of Govenors recommended that 
the television system be developed in the same manner as 
radio with national coverage as a goal. Careful planning 
and preparation were imperative. 
Television service continued to develop in the United 
States. In 1948, the CBC had issued statements with the 
purpose of informing Canadians of the obstacles television 
would encounter in Canada but nothing was done concerning 
I 
1Royal Commission on National Development in the 
Letters, and Sciences, Report of the Royal Commission ££ 
National Development in the Arts, Letters, and Sciences, 
Part I (Ottawa: Edmond Cloutier, 1951), p."'"'44. (Hereafter 
referred to as Royal Commission on National Development in 
I 
I Art ~ , 
I 
==========~====~~~~~~~,==neet~, a 
the actual introduction of television into Canada. 1 A 
policy of "wait and see" was followed. As a result of 
continued development and expansion of television in the 
United States, the Canadian Government felt a commitment 
had to be made. In March 1949, an interim policy for the 
2 development was announced by the government. The policy 
stated that it would/w~~e to delay the introduction of 
television into Canada because of its cost and the uncer-
tainty of its future. However, smce advancement and 
30 
progress had been made, control of television broadcasting 
was given to the CBC Board of Govenors which allowed broad-
casting by the CBC or licensed private stations. Production , 
centers for the production and distribution of national 
programs were to be constructed in the populated areas of 
Montreal and Toronto. In accordance with CBC policy, the 
interim plan called for the extension of the national tele-
vision service to all parts of Canada as quickly as possible 
once construction was underway. To prevent duplication of 
service, only one license was to be issued for any one cover-, 
age area. Initial costs for the necessary installations were 
to be met by a loan from Parliament in the amount of four 
million dollars.3 
I 
I 
1 ! 
Ibid., P• 44. I 
2
Royal Commission on Broadcasting, Re~ort--Royal 1j 
Commission on Broadcasting, Vol. I (Ottawa:dmond Cloutier, 
1957), p. 313. (Hereafter referred to as Royal Commission on I 
Broadcasting.) : 
3Royal Commission on National Development in the Art~ 
Letters, and Sciences, £E• cit., pp. 44-45. I 
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When the interi~ plan was presented for Parliamentary 
approval, the government accepted the plan and expressed a 
conviction that developing television in the national intere J t 
would undoubtedly be more expensive than a system uhder which 
I the majority of the programs came from the United States. 1 
The policy as approved by Parliament constituted the legal 
status of Canadian television when the Massey Commission 
began its deliberations. The Massey Commission, first to be 
appointed since the Aird Commission in 1928, was appointed 
in March 1949, ". • • to examine and make recommendations 
upon: (a) the principles upon which the policy of Canada 
should be based, in the fields of radio and television 
n2 broadcasting • • • • 
I 
I 
Before the Massey Commission began hearings, it request d 
learned and qualified individuals across Canada to comment 
I 
upon certain phases of national development. The importance 1 
which the Massey Commission assigned to proper use of the 
broadcasting media was voiced by B.K. Sandwell, formerly 
Assistant Professor of Economics at McGill University: 
i 
"The intellectual development of a community depends 
in part on the mechanism of communications within that 1 
community, and in part on the mechanisms of communicatio s 
with other communities and the influence which these ! 
external communications bring to bear upon it." 3 ' 
~CBC, History, p. 23. ] 
Royal Commission on National Development in the Art~, 
Letters, and Sciences, ~· cit., p. xii. 
3B.K. Sandwell, "Present Influences on Canadian 
=~===tl==~o"llc-:t'i='i~Jl , n--uya: mml"SF! on _..;.Pe_..;.;~~ 
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Sandwell referred not only to television as a potent weapon 
in the fight against ignorance, but to the effect of outside 
influence upon Canadian broadcasting. That outside influence! 
was from the United States. As has been repeatedly shown, 
Canada has made every effort to keep American influence to 
a minimum. The major effort was the nationalization of 
Canadian broadcasting. The Commission reasoned that " ••• 
a vast and disproportionate amount of material coming from a 
single alien source may stifle rather than stimulate our 
own creative effort nl . . 
With the nature of its task known, the Commission began 
hearings. Public hearing s were held in sixteen cities in 
ten provinces. The Report and Recommendations of the Royal 
Commission were submitted to Parliament on June l, 1951. 
Later that year, a Parliamentary Committee was appointed to 
examine the Massey Report. 2 The Committee endorsed the 
Report and agreed that the National Government should con-
tinue to control radio broadcasting ; that the control of 
II 
I 
I 
II 
the broadcasting system continue to be vested in the CBC 1 
I 
responsible to Parliament. The Parliamentary Committee 1 
further stated that televi sion must be developed in the 
1
Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts
1
1 
Letters, and Sciences, ££· cit., p. 18. I 
2The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Journal of the I 
House of Commons, Third and Final Report of Special Committee1 
on Radio Broadcasting, 21st Parliament, lst Session, Vol. I 
XCV (Ottawa: Edmond Cloutier, 1953), p. 327. 1 
I, 
I 
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same manner as radio had been developed, under the control 'I 
of the National Government. 1 
The argument for a national sys tern under government 
control was based upon the premise that television was akin 
to a monopoly. In other words, the number of channels 
available in the television spectrum was limited. Since 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
all who wish could not use a channel, the channels had to be I 
I 
controlled by an agency dedicated to their most effective 
use. 
The control of television broadcasting had been vested 
in the Board of Govenors of the CBC oy the interim plan, 
authorizing it to (1) open production centers in Toronto 
and Montreal, (2) license only one private station in any 
one are a, ( 3) extend coverage as quickly as possible. 2 
Considering these points, the Massey Commission recommended: 
"That direction and control of television broad-
casting in Canada continue to be vested in the Canadian 
Broadcasting Corporation. 
I 
"That the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation proceed! 
with plans for the production of television programs in 1 
French and English and for national coverage by kine-
scope recordings or by any other practicable means. 
"That no private television broadcasting stations 
be licensed until the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 
has available national television programmes and that 
all private stations be required to serve as outlets 
for national programmes." 3 
1 Ibid • , p • 3 2 8 • 
2Royal Commission on Broadcasting, ££· cit., p. 313. 
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The '"ass ey Commission realized that te levi s ion cover~:. 'I 
would be expensive bec~use of the size of the country and 
I 
the scattered population. T:h.e presentation of programs in li I 
both French and English would incur additional expense. Na- 'I 
tional television could not be financed from the radio servic'e 
I 
as was done in the United States because the Canadian radio 
1
1 
II 
service was operating at a loss. The possibility of charging/ 
a license fee was examined but the Commission felt license !1 
fees could not be charged until Canadian programs were 
available to the public. Therefore, the Massey Commission 
suggested that the loan of four million dollars granted the 
CBC be used to establish a minimum national service immediatef y. 1 
Then the Commission recommended that " ••• the finances of l1 
the radio and television broadcasting systems of the Canadi I I 
Broadcasting Corporation be kept separate. " 2 The Commission I 
took that step to prevent the sacrificing of radio service I 
for the television service.3 The high standard of radio I 
service had to be maintained in spite of television. 
It was further recommended: 
"That the capital costs of the national television 
broadcasting system be provided from public money by 
I, 
I 
I 
parliamentary grants. I 
"That the costs of the national television broad- I 
casting system for programmes and current needs be j 
I 
lrbid., p. 304. 3rbid., p. 304. I 
I 
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provided by license fees on television receiving sets 
at rates recommended by the Board of Govenors of the 
Canadian Broadcasting Corp oration and approved by 
Parliament, by commercial revenues, and by such statu-
tory grants as may be necessary."l 
The private stations were recognized as being in danger 
of penetration by American commercial interests. The 
Massey Commission warned private broadcasters against 
American commercialism and recommended: 
"~hat the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 
exercise a strict control over all television stations 
in Canada in order to avoid excessive commercialism 
and to encourage Canadian content and the use of 
Canadian talent. 
'I 
II 
II 
"That the whole subject of television broadcasting I 
1n Canada be considered by an independent investigating 1 
body not later than three years after the co~encemen t I 
of regular Canadian television broadcasting." l 
The Massey Commission finished its task and in May I 
II 
1952, the CBC submitted a plan to the government for the 
development of the suggested national television system.3 
CBC stations and production centers were to provide the 
basic framework around which were constructed private 
I 
,, 
:, 
I 
II 
stations to extend the national program service. A license II 
fee of fifteen dollars per television home per year was I' il 
suggested. The Corporation thought revenue from such a 1 
fee and commercial revenue would finance coverage of approxi '' 
mat ely 75 per cent of the Canadian population. 
approved by Parliament in the fall of 1952. 
I 
I The plan was l 
2Ibid., p. 305. 3cBC, His tory, 
I 
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Early in 1953 the license fee was eliminated as a 
television. 1 Instead, Parliament 
arranged for the proceeds of the 15 per cent excise tax 
on television receivers and parts to be paid to the CBC. 2 
means of financing 
While such proceeds proved adequate in the initial years, 
I' ,, 
I 
the amount received decreased as the country became saturated 
with receiver sets.3 
Canadian television beca_me a reality in September 1952, 
twenty years after Sir John Aird had warned P~;~.rl iament that 
television was coming and suggested they be prepared to deal 
with the arrival of the all-important medium. Canada had 11 
acted wisely and appointed a Royal Commission of learned men I 
to study the problem. Such were the events that preceded II 
the development of Canadian television. Both the government 1 
and the people knew the undertaking would be an expensive 
one requiring money from the public treasury. But the govern!-
ment was determined to have a Canadian national television 
system. 
1The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Senate Debates, 
Radio Bill, 21st Parliament, 7th Session, 1952~53 Session, 
(Ottawa: Edmond Cloutier, 1953), pp. 513-514. 
2The Dominion of Canada Parliament, Senate Debates, 
Canadian Broadcasting Bill, 21st Parliament, 7th Session, 1 
19S2-S3 Session, May 6, 1953 (Ottawa: Edmond Cloutier, 1953 )1, p 0 597 0 I 
3 11 CBC, Histor;y:, p. 26. II 
I 
II 
,' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
CHAPTER IV 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE NATIONAL TELEVIS ION SYSTEM 
In the preceding chapter, the events aiding in the 
germination of Canadian television were considered. 'l'he 
chapter terminated with an account of the Massey Report, 
which represented the initial effort by Canada to begin 
development of a television system. When a plan for tele-
vision development was submitted by the CBC to Parliament 
in May, 1952, the stag e was set for the entrance of an 
institution that would have profound effect upon Canadian 
life. 
I. INITIAL GROWTH OF THE SYSTEM 
Immediately after the CBC received permi s sion in 
1949 to introduce television into Canada, a request was 
sent to the government for the necessary loan to cover 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
It 
initial television developments. While Parliament considered 
The CBC studied the 
II II 
I 
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typ:es of available television equipment and made tentative 
decisions regarding equipment requirements.1 
In December 1949, Parliament granted the CBC a loan of 
four and one-half million dollars to begin develop~ent of 
television centers at Montreal and Toronto. 2 It is interest-
ing to note that unlike the radio branch of the CBC, the new 
television branch received no statutory grant but a loan 
from the government which collected interest at 3 per cent 
per annum. Immediate work began on the Toronto and Montreal 
television centers. General plans were drawn for nearly 
identical studio and transmitter installations in both 
cities. The Toronto transmitter and studios "Yrere to be 
located at 354 Jarvis B:;treet. In Montreal the antenna 
il 
tower was to be located on top_~ of Mount Royal while studios 11 
I 
"Vrere to be built in the Radio Canada Building and the pro-
grams were to be fed to the transmitter by microwave link.3 1 
Il
l 
Each was to have three television studios, 
Tentative plans '\vere similar at both locations for 
studio space. 
one large and one of medium size for live productions and a I 
third for film. Other facilities \vould include a master 11 
control room, dressing rooms, scenery construction space and il 
mobile units. Originally, only the Toronto station vras 1 
1 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation Canadian 
Broadcasting Corporation AMual Report, 1949-1950, p. 4o. 
(Hereafter referred to as AnnualHeport, 1949-1950.) 
2Ibid., p. 57. 3Ibid., p. 4o. 
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scheduled to receive a kinescope recorder, but before actual
1 
telecasting began, both stations received kinescope machines. 
The kinescope recorder would allow the English-speaking 
audience in Montreal to view Toronto programs on a delayed 
basis. At that early stage, hopes were expressed for the 
compil.etion of construction during the summer of 1951 and the 11 
inauguration of regularly scheduled telecasts the follmrlng 
fall. However, for reasons to be considered later, regular 
television service l~S delayed for a year.1 
Key p:ersonnel were app:qinted as early as 1949. It '\·ras 
intended that the organization and training of television 1, 
' 
staff members would parallel the construction of the physical 
plants in Montreal and Toronto. From the initial ap.point-
ments of directors of television, technical directors, and 
I, 
I' 
I 
I 
program directors, a select few made visits to Europe and the 
United States to inspect established television systems. 2 
Preliminary considerations were given to program fare to 
determine the program service best suited to Canadians. 3 
American, French, and British programming was evaluated and 
considered for its '\'lorth to Canadian audiences. 
I 
As the fiscal year 1950-1951 began, construction of the '. 
Toronto television building was started adjacent to the CBC 
1Ibid., p. 4o. 2Ibid., I/)• 41. 
3canadian Broadcasting Corp<eration, Canadian 
Broadcasti Cornorati on Annual Rep.ort, 1950-1951, P'• 42. 
Hereafter referred to as Annual Report, 1950-1951.) 
I 
1: 
II 
I 
!l 
,I 
1/ 
1) 
plant on Jarvis Street. Simultaneously, facilities to house 
the production center in Montreal were under construction in 
the Radio Canada Building. Authorities planned to construct 
the two sites simultaneously with the intention of having both 
I 
completed at the same time. That idea failed to materialize , 
when steel shortages, resulting from the Korean War, delayed 
construction considerably. 1 
After considering proposals and quotations from Canadian 
and British firms, studio equipment and mobile units for both! 
sites were ordered from Britain. The studio equipment was 
identical. It consisted of camera chains, control and test 
gear, and the necessary equipment to puoperly furnish two 
live studios, a film chain, and a master control. The mo-
bile units were equipped with three camera chains and the 
necessary microwave equipment to relay remote programs back 
to the main transmitter. 2 
,, 
During July 1950, the effects of interference to future 
television reception began to worry the CBC engineering II 
division. 3 The division conducted a survey with the coopera-
tion of the Department of Transport in Southern Ontario to 
test the effect of various electrical appliances upon tele-
vision reception. A field truck was used, equipped with 11 
television apparatus, to test interference from automobile !I 
I 
2 4 Ibid., p. 2. 3Ibid., p. 42. 
,, 
II 
II 
II 
motors, razors, electric blankets, i gni t:Lon systems, and 11 
fluorescent lights. Southern Ontario v.ras chosen for the 
survey because signals for Channels 2, 4, and 7 in Detroit, 
Channel 6 in Rochester and Channel 5 in Syracuse v1ere 
available in certain areas. The survey results were used as 
a basis for requesting manufacturers of electrical appliance~ 
to cooperate in the manufacture of equipment giving the least 
ij 
interference to television reception.1 
In preparation for actual telecasting, production 
staffs vTere furnished with instructions and rehearsal 
schedules. Plans called for an intensive training period 
I 
II 
II 
prior to the start of regularly scheduled telecasting. Infor-
mational type films were screened by the film departments 
and catalogued for future use.2 
Television facilities were completed in Montreal in II 
early 1952. Because of the previously mentioned steel 
shortages, work was not completed on the Toronto building 
until April 1952.3 Awaiting the completion of the Toronto 
station, Montreal personnel gave Canadians a limited taste 
of Canadian television. For an entire week in March 1952, 
II 
'• 
I 
I 
exp·erimental television programs p:roduced in the television 1 
studicos in the Radio Canada Building were fed via microwave i! 
1Ibid., p;. 42. 2Ibid., p. 42. 
I 
I 
3
canadian Broadcasting Corporation, Canadian Broad- : 
casting Corporation Annua_l. Report, 1951-1952, P• 33. (Here- ! 
after referred to as Annual Report, 1951-1952.) 1 
II 
to a demonstration of television receivers in Montreal's 
Merchandise Mart. Programming continued for two hours each 
evening and consisted of both live and filmed transmissions. 1 
These demonstrations were an integral part of the staff 
training program which began at both centers in early 1952. 
Although completion of the Toronto station was progressing 
at a slower pace, the testing of television equipment began 
in January. 2 Experimental "dry runs" were held in a grey 
shingle barn which formerly housed new immigrants to Canada. 
The force behind the pre-broadcast preparation was talented I 
I 
and learned James Mavor Moore who headed all English-language 
television production from Montreal and Toronto. Moore's 
I 
greatest concern was seeing that Canadian television did not · 
follow the American pattern--domina ted by commercial intere s t is. 3 
In fact, Moore stated he would remain with Canadian televisiol 
I 
only as long as it was put to a serious purpose. He intended 
to exert as much influence over commercial as sustaining 
programs by permitting the CBC to prepare program material 
and presenting it to the sponsor. Moore realized that 
Canadian stations might rely heavily upon filmed material 
I 
from the United States. If Canadian talent were to develop, 1 
an excess of foreign material could not be utilized. There-
fore, Moore set the rates so that private affiliates who 
1 Ibid., p. 33. 
2 I Pierre Baston, 11 The Man Who's Going To Make Our TV, 1 
Maclean's Ma azine, LXV (May 15, 1952), p. 8. 
3Ibid., p. 76. 
r 
I 
II 
chose to use kinescopes from the United States rather than 
1 Canadian talent, found it more expensive for them to do so. 
1 
Initial television program schedules created by Moore 
included silent hours at mealtime to enable parents to tear 
2 
children from the television set. II To strengthen his ideas 1 
on Canadian television policy, Moore stated that "such things! 
are still in the idea stage but they indicate that Canadian 
television will proceed on its own and not its neighbor's 
terms. n3 
By March 1952, the majority of the television personnel II 
had been appointed. Approximately one hundred people, mostly 
from radio, comprised the staff at each center.4 
Initially, each center was to program for three hours 
per day.5 In Montreal, the programming was split between 
French-language and English-language broadcasts with the 
greater p:ortion of time devoted to the French broadcasts. 6 
,I 
II 
I 
Such a step was necessary because of the large French-speak-
ing population of Montreal. The dual service was continued 
1! 
until a second transmitter was constructed and the microwave 
link completed from Toronto. Channel 2 was assigned to 
Montreal and Channel 9 to Toronto.? 
I 
I 
II 
Early in 1952, a contract was signed with Bell Telephonj 
1 ~., p. 76. 
4Annual Report, 
5Ibid., p. 34. 
2 8 3 6 ~., p. . • Ibid., p. 7 • 
1951-1952, ££· cit., p. 34. 
6Ibid., p. 34. 7rbid., p. 34. 
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====#=='I ~ ~ Company of Canada as the initial phase in the construction of 
lj a national network service.1 The first segment of the network 
linked Toronto and Montreal, via Ottawa, with a connection 
to Buffalo. The link between Toronto and Montreal '\vas to be , 
in oJreration during the summer of 1953, allmving an exchange!, 
2 of live programs. II 
Canadian television arrived officially on September 6, 
1952, when station CBFT in Montreal began regularly scheduled 
telecasting in both English and French. 3 Two days later, 11 
station CBLT in Toronto opened. All facilities were utilized 
immediately in the production of programs of all types. I
I 
Since the microwave relay link was under construction, I 
kinescopes '\-tere exchanged between the two stations to decrease 
the expense of program p-roduction. The program schedule 
included musical offerings ranging from woodvdnd soloists to1 
ballets. Canadian-produced variety and comedy shovTS, dr~JIJ.as ~ 
I 
women's programs, children's shows, documentaries, newscasts, 
sports programs, and quiz shows comprised the television pro-f 
gram fare. 4 After the microvmve relay link was completed 11 
,I 
between Toronto and Buffalo in Januar.y 1953, Canadians not II 
in the coverage area of American stations saw American pro- :I 
duced grograms on CBC stations. Such shows included The 
1 Ibid. , p. 34. 2Ibid_. , p.. 34. 
3canadian Broadcasting Corporation, Canadian_Broad-
casting Corporation Annual Re12·ort, 1952-:-1953, p. 29. 
(Hereafter referred to as Annual Report, 1952-l953.) 
4Ibid., • 30. 
I 
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Jackie Gleason Show, The Aldrich Family, Studio One, TV 
Playhouse, Favorite Story, and Foreign Intrigqe. 1 
· The number of television sets in use in Canada nearly 
doubled during the first month of Canadian television. 
Before the Toronto and Montreal stations went into operation, 
there were approximately 75,000 sets in Canada. The number 
increased to 146,000 sets by the end of September, 1952. 2 
One of the Massey Commission recommendations stated 
that no private television station be licensed until CBC 
television was established in all provinces.3 Private broad-
casters opposed that recommendation and argued they had 
suffered an injust i c e b ecause national television was allowed 
to develop before private lic enses were granted.LJ. Their 
I 
strongly worded protest stated that a CBC monopoly threatened 
freedom of information in Canada. Late in 1952, the National 
Liberal Federation urged the joint public and private developl 
ment of the national television system.5 Submitting to the 
pressure, Dr. J. J. McCann, then Minister of Finance, prompte : 
the second major policy pronouncement from the Federal Govern 11 
1 Ibid., p. 30. 
2Davidson Dunton, "Television and 
The Business Quarterly, XX (Winter 1955), 
I 
Business in Canada, 1 
p. 2.59. 
3Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts 
Letters, and Sciences, ££· cit., p. 303. 
4"Television and Freedom,n Canadian Forum, XXXIII 
(May 1953), P• 27. 
_ 5 Sc o t Y.o_ung_,_~.L~Lt_Ls t._o Mctr;u:;tpo.l y: - LeJti..si on.~"===--==tt====== 
Maclean's Magazine, LXVII (May 1, 1954), p. 7.5. 
II 
11 
I 
I 
I 
I 
ment in December, 1952.1 The Government announced that the 
CBC Board of Governors _would receive and examine application 
for licenses for p-rivate stations. The Government realized 
that an attempt to provide a national television service for 
Canada would be too exp.-ensive without aid from other sources 2 
By allovling ptrivate stations to op.en, the national service I 
expanded more rapidly and with less expense to the Governmen1 • 
Consistently the Canadian Government took measures to 
protect Canadian television from commercial influence. That 
point was not overlooked in the second policy statement.3 
Stipulations were added requiring all private stations to be 
integrated into the CBC and serve as outlets for a minimum 
of ten and one-half hours of CBC programming per week. To 
make certain that no private station would be constructed in 
a rich commercial market, the statement added that no p·rivat 
station '\vould be licensed in an area already served or to be 
served by a publicly-o-vmed CBC station. The private station 
were relegated to the less populated areas. The Government 
reasoned that because of Canada's dispersed population, it 
was more desirable to have one station in as many areas as 
possible before two v1ere allowed in any one area. The CBC 
did not allow private stations to develop~ in any of the 
larger cities. 
1rbid., p. 75. 2Ibid., p. 75. 
I 
3Royal Commission on Broadcasting, Report--Royal 
Commission QB Broadcastine, Vol. I (Ottawa: Edmond Cloutier 
19;7), PP"· 3T5.:'3'1:6.. (He-r-eart-er- refe-rred to as- Royal ~emmnrs-s on ==-=-= 
on Broadcasting.) 
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e As expected, the pll'ogram schedules of both production 
centers increased. By early 1953, the schedules had increas~d 
from eighteen hours per week to more than thirty hours weekl~ 
on both CBLT and CBFT.1 Station CBLT p~ogrammed entirely in 
English-language while station CBFT carried both English and 
French. 2 The bi-lingual service was difficult because two 
difference audiences had to be considered. Survey results 
revealed that station CBLT captured 20.5 per cent of the 
available television audience in the Toronto area during the 
early part of 1953.3 
The national television service experienced further 
grmvth during 1953. The proposed microwave link betvTeen 
Toronto, l~ontreal, and Ottawa was com:gleted in May. 4 The 
next month, station CBOT in Ottawa began operations.5 Stati n 
CBOT was the third publicly-owned station to begin operation • 
The opening of the Ottawa station was just in time to carry 
films of the Coronation of Elizabeth II. The Coronation was 
the outstanding broadcasting event of the year for the CBc. 6 
I 
The Canadian television system was the first in North Americ 
to present film coverage of the event. Nearly forty thousan 
feet of film were utilized in filming the seven hour long BB 1 
1canadian Broadcasting Corporation, A Calender of Eve ,ts, 
(Ottawa: CBC Press and Information Services, 1956), p. 1. 
(Hereafter referred to as CBC, Calender.) 
2~., p. 1. 3rbid., p. 1. 
4canadian Broadcasting Corporation, Canadian_Broaq-
casj:ing -.Annual Repo.P~ _J.95~-J.9~~ _ p_::e_ ;31. _(Hereafter- referre 
to as Annual Report, 1953-1954.) 
5 Ibl. d T\ 31 - 6P .. ~ rt • , p-. 6 • 
_ , .}'• . ~
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telecast. With the aid of helicopters, Royal Air Force bombe r ' 
and Royal Canadian Air Force jet-fighter relay, the Coronatio! 
film was shown on the CBC television network from Montreal 
less than four hours after completion of the ceremony in 
London. 1 Both the National Broadcasting Company and the 
American Broadcas ting Company, failing to better the Canadian 
airtime, took the CBC feed. 2 The Columbia Broadcasting Syste 
I 
used its o~~ film and was twenty-four minutes later than the I 
CBC.3 Further extension of the network was planned when j 
contracts were let for the construction of microwave relays 
from Toronto to Windsor and from Montreal to Quebec City.4 
Probably the most outstanding development in television 
programming during 1953-1954 was the inauguration of a national 
news service.5 National and international news was provided 
in a daily ten minute "package" to interconnected stations. 
To those nonconnected stati ons, the news programs were 
shipped in the form of kinescopes. A weekly newsreel was 
supplied also to the private stations. 
The number of television sets in use increased as tele-
vision coverage expanded. In March 1954, 704, 334 sets were 
in use in Canada, an increase in excess of one-half million 
receivers since Canadian television service was inaugurated. 6 
1Ibid., p. 7. 2rbid., p. 7. 3rbid., p. 7. 
4rbid., p. 31. 5Ibid., p. 31. 6Ibid., p. 31. 
I 
( 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
49 
~....;.:__;;_-:..:_·_- ---=----- ~=-
The rapid increase in number of nonconnected stations 
necessitated an increase in kinescope production by the CBC. 
At the end of 1954, twenty-five million feet of raw film 
stock was utilized yearly to supply kinescoped network pro-
grams to nonconnected stations. 1 
From the data just presented, it was possible to judge 
the rapidity with which the national television system 
progressed during 1954-1955. The number of stations tripled 
during the year. Seventeen new stations went into service, 
fifteen privately-owned. As of March 31, 1955, twenty-six 
stations were telecasting from New Brunswick to British 
Columbia, an expanse of four thousand miles. 2 Of those 
twenty-six, seven stations were owned and operated by the 
CBC at production centers. Over one-third of all Canadian 
families had purchased sets totalling 1,400,000. Of those, 
1,300,000 had been purchased since the fall of 1952.3 
An examination of programming hours revealed that the 
English network service had increased to more than fifty 
hours per week by March 31, 1955.4 Only one-half was Cana-
dian produced.5 The remainder came from the United States 
1cBc, Calender, p. 3. 
2canadian Broadcasting Corporation, Canadian Broad-
casting Corporation Annual Report, 1954-1955, ~· 2. (Here-
after referred to as Annual Report, 1954-1955.) 
3rbid., p. 2. 4rbid., p. 2. 5rbid., p. 2. 
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and the United Kingdom. 1 Thus it appeared that American 
television programs continued to enter Canadian homes. 
Strangely enough, the American programs invaded Canadian 
homes via the CBC which was formed on the premise that 
50 
American type programs alone were not sufficient for Canadian 
audiences. 
As the year 1954 ended, the connecting of all Canada 
by microwave relay network became a possibility when the CBC 
negotiated with communications firms for construction of east 
to west network facilities. Plans indicated that direct 
television service would be available from the Atlantic to 
the Pacific early in 1958. 2 
Perhap s the most notable achievement of the Corporation 
in many years was the establishment of a Bureau of Audience 
Research.3 The CBC had depended upon commercial organization 1 
for coverage and listener surveys. Perhaps it would have 
been more logical to have org anized and used the services 
of a CBC research bureau before the development of the 
television system was attempted. Commercial organizations 
have been accused of presenting biased and unobjective data. 
Since Canadians financed the construction and operation of 
the national system, an attempt should have been made to 
determine their preference as regards program fare. Not 
until 1954 did the CBC realize the necessity of engaging in 
its own audience research. 
=====----
1 Ibid., p. 2. 2 rbid., PP. 4-5. 3Ibid., p. 38. 
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Public opinion toward the CBC has not been entirely 
amicable •1 Possibly a portion of Canadian hostility was 
51 
due to the fact that the public had no voice in the develop-
ment of the television system. Despite the fact that A. D. 
Dunton, chairman of the CBC Board -of Governors, stated a 
government monopoly in television would not be used to jam 
culture down anyone's throat, that was occurring. 2 In all 
areas except Southern Ontario, only one television station 
could be received. That station was a CBC station. If 
the Canadian public was not approached in determining pro-
gram caliber, much of the programming was not suited to 
their tastes. 
Canadian television programming was honored in May, 
1954.3 At the annual American Exhibition of Educational 
Radio and Television Programs at Ohio State University, CBC 
television won its first international award. In competition 
with United States networks and others, CBC radio and tele-
vision network programs won six first awards and five honor- II 
able mentions. Besides adding prestige to Canadian programmifug, 
the CBC broadcasting policy was given a vote of confidence 
because American programs received fewer awards. One 
lThe New York Times, September 22, 1929, Part III, p. 1, 
col. 6; The New York Times, May 17, 1936, Part IV, p. 11, col 
5. 
2 
Young, £E· cit., p. 76. 
columnist stated, "I would like to offer my own humble 
tribute for proving again that in some fields size and 
1 
wealth are not everything." 
- S2-. -=-c.=· = 
At the close of 1955, the Canadian national television 
system had grown to thirty-two stations covering 80 per cent 
of the Canadian population. 2 The increase in nonconnected 
affiliates necessitated a comparable increase in kinescope 
recording and service. Nearly forty million feet of raw 
film per year were utilized by the CBC to provide network 
programs to nonconnected stations.3 There were two million 
television sets in use. Since 1952, Canadians had spent 
almost one billion dollars on all phases of television.4 
The television system expanded rapidly in both 
programming and coverage. It will be remembered that the 
television service was dependent upon excise tax and commercial 
revenue for its income. The continued growth of the system 
I! became increasingly expensive.5 By 1956, the CBC found 
itself responsible for one of the largest and most complex 
broadcasting systems in the world with diminishing financial 
means in sight. Although CBC finances are considered in 
Chapter VI, it is necessary to point out that the financial 
status of the CBC was becoming uncertain due to increasing 
expenditures and decreasing income. 
1Allan Sangster, "On the Air," Canadian Forum, XXXIII . 
(May 1953), p. 39. 
=-~B~C, C ale.nd.e r1, P-•=4. - _1 -hla.-=J =f)~;,=-o-=-=~..e. 
5Annual Report, 1955-1956, ££· cit., pp. 2-3. 
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Since one of the criteria for establishing Canadian 
television was to develop Canadian talent, the success of 
the Corporation in that phase during its first year is 
worthy of consideration. From September 1952 to March 1953, 
more than 350 mus li ~ians, 150 si!J.gers, and 400 actors were 
seen in music, variety, and drama shows. 1 That was all 
professional Canadian talent. Considered in terms of money, 
more than $621,000 was paid to artists in those categories, 
an expenditure representing 40 per cent of the program 
budget for television during that year. 2 
A breakdown of talent lists during 1953-1954 revealed 
that television used more than 400 musicians, 270 singers, 
and 500 actors including fifty s~ciality acts and more than 
100 dancers.3 Of those artists, more than 300 were new 
material. To those artists were paid $1,332,000 by the 
television service.4 
The employment of Canadian artists by the CBC reached 
a new peak during 1954-1955.5 In television alone, 7,000 
different performers were used and were paid four million 
=-
dollars. Montreal and Toronto were fast becoming second only 
1Annual Report, 1952-1953, 2£· cit., p. 33. 
2 Ibid., p. 33. 
3Annual Report, 1953-1954, ££· cit., p. 34. 
4 Ibid, p. 34. 
5Annual Report, 1954-1955, ££· cit., pp. 19-20. 
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to New York and Hollywood as television production centers i 
North America. 
During 1957, television set production and purchasing 
steadily decreased in Canada. 1 Canadian factories produced 
9~,831 receivers in the first quarter of 1957. During the 
same period in 1956, 171,761 sets 1vere produced. Radio set 
production declined almost eight thousand sets during the 
same p~riods.2 As consequence, the 15 per cent excise tax 
which the CBC depended upon for income decreased. Canadian 
II~ 1 television was facing a financial crisis. Perhaps the CBC 
I' I 
erred 1·1hen it stated commercial influence would be avoided. 
The CBC did not recognize competition. The cornerstone of 
granting licenses to private broadcasters had been the deere ! , 
I 
no competition. 
II. ADDITION OF STATIONS TO THE ENGLISH NETWORK 
The publicly-owned CBC integrated private ov.mership I 
as part of its structure in October 1953, when CKSO-TV in I 
Sudbury, Ontario, became the first private television station 
to go on the air in Canada. Only seven months had elapsed 
since Sudbury was recommended for a license. In less than 
a month, Sudbury (population ~5,000) residents purchased 
tv.ro thousand television sets valued at one million dollars. 3 
1
'!canadia.n TV Production Dovm, 11 fg'oadcasting-~­
casting, LII (May 20, 1957), p. 88. 
2rb·d · 88 
__L., p. • 3cBc, Calender, p. . • 
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In Table I, television stations were listed in the 
order in which they began operations. It can readily be 
seen from the Table that the primary concern of the CBC was 
the populated areas of· Canada. Those areas, Montreal, 
Toronto, and Ottawa, received CBC television initially. The 
next areas to receive Canadian television were Southern 
Ontario and the Far Western Province of British Columbia. 
Within fifteen months after Canadian television was inaugurat d, 
stations were telecasting on both the eastern and western 
coasts. 
New Brunswick was the first of the Maritime Provinces 
to receive television after British Columbia began tele-
casting. The Prairie Provinces were the last areas in 
Canada to benefit from CBC television. That was possibly 
due to the sparse population that inhabited Manitoba, Sas-
katchewan and Alberta. 
As has been stated many times in this thesis, the CBC 
did not allow private stations to develop in any of the 
large populated areas of Canada. Table I substantiated that 
statement. Of the twenty-four English-language private 
affiliates listed in Table I, seven were located in the 
Prairie Provinces, eleven were scattered in the less populate 
areas of Ontario, and six were relegated to the Maritime 
Provinces. All of the six publicly-owned CBC stations were 
located in the six major cities of Canada--Montreal, Toronto, 
Ottawa, Vancouver, Winnipeg, and Halifax. 
==#==== -- ---====-====== 
II Station 
' CBMT~~ 1CBLT~~ 
CBOT~<­
CKSO-TV 
·CFPL-TV 
1 CBUT* 
CKCO-TV 
jjcHSJ-TV 
!CBWT~:­CHCH-TV CKCK-TV 
•]CKLW-TV 
11CFPA-TV 
e JCB-TV 
1\CFRN-TV 
CHCT-TV 
CJIC-TV 
le KCW-TV ICFQC-TV CKWS-TV 
i(CBHT-::-
CKX-TV 
'
1CJON-TV 
CKVR-TV 
e KNX-TV 
le JLH-TV 
l
lpKGN-TV 
CHEX-TV 
CFCY-TV 
il 
f HEK-TV 
1 TABLE I 
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ADDITION OF STATIONS TO THE ENGLISH NETWORK 
Date opened Type 
9/52 
9/52 
6/53 
10/53 
11/§3 li~~ 
~~tt 
J7fr l~~fr 10~4 
10/54 
11/54 
12/54 
12/.54 
12/54 
12/54 
1/55 
9/55 
9/55 
11/55 
11/55 
12/55 
3/56 
6/56 
2/57 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
u 
c 
c 
c 
c 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
c 
u 
c 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
c 
u 
u 
Location 
Montreal, Quebec 
Toronto, Ontario 
Ottawa, Ontario 
Sudbury, Ontario 
London, Ontario 
Vancouver, British Columbia 
Kitchener, Ontario 
St. John, New Brunswick 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
Hamilton, Ontario 
Regina, Saskatchewan 
Windsor, Ontario 
Port Arthur, Ontario 
Sydney, Nova Scotia 
Edmonton, Alberta 
Calgary, Alberta 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario 
Moncton, New Brunswick 
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan 
Kingston, Ontario 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 
Brandon, Manitoba 
St. John's, Newfoundland 
Barrie, Ontario 
Wingham, Ontario 
Lethbridge, Alberta 
North Bay, Ontario 
Peterborough, Ontario 
Charlottetown, Prince Edward 
Island 
Victoria, British Columbia 
:1 ~~- Publicly-owned station 
"c" is abbreviation for connected station, i.e., joined to 
CBC network via microwave relay. 
II 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
1
-:HH:- "u" is abbreviation for nonconnected station, i.e., not 
=~=I~==~A~~ne~ ~0 -£@=ae~W0~ ~E~V~7.=================~~======== I iJ 
I 1 canadian Broadcasting Corporation, Canadian Broadcasting 
1 Corporation Annual Reports , 1951-1956. 
III. ADDITION OF STATIONS TO THE FRENCH NETWORK 
Station CBFT in Montreal was the first television 
station to begin operating in Canada. Since Montreal was 
the second largest French-speaking city in the world, the 
station had to telecast in both English and French until an 
additional transmitter could be constructed. A second trans-
mitter was constructed for Montreal and in January 1954, 
another Montreal station was opened to carry English-language 
broadcasts exclusively. The CBC ended the bi-lingual 
programming of station CBFT and CBFT was devoted to French-
1 language programs. 
The CBC French network was enlarged in July 1954, when 
station CFCM-TV, a private affiliate, began service in Quebec ; 
City. 2 It was joined immediately to the French network via 
microwave rel~. The opening of station CFCM-TV extended 
the microwave network further eastward.3 
A third station was added to the French network the 
following November. Privately-owned station CJBR-TV in 
Rimouski, Quebec, became the first nonconnected station on 
the CBC French television network. Like the nonconnected 
stations on the English network, station CJBR-TV was serviced 
by kinescope s. 4 
====-= 
1cec, Calender, p. 2. 2Ibid., p. 3. 3rbid., p. 3. 
4Annual Report, 1954-1955, ££·~·' p. 32. 
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In June of 1955, permanent CBC television studios were 
opened in Ottawa to allow bi-lingual broadcasting . 1 
Publicly-owned station CBOFT was devoted exclusively to the 
French-language and station CBOT turned to English- l anguage 
broadcasts. Three months later, the French network ga i ned 
distinction. In Quebec -City, station C.t<CM-TV bec ame the 
first private affiliate to act as a production center. 2 A 
program originated from the studios of station CFC:M-TV whic 
was broadcast over the CBC French network. 
The fifth member of the French network began operation 
in December of 1955. Station CKRS-TV in Jonquiere, Quebec, 
became a nonconnected private affiliate.3 
The sixth and most recent addition to the French networ 
was station CHLT-TV in Sherbrooke, Quebec, in July 1956, a 
h. 
nonconnected private affiliate.· 
At the time of writing (1957) there were thirty-six 
television stations operating in Canada, thirty English and 
six French. The microwave network had been extended 
to include stations CKX-TV in Brandon, Manitoba, and CKCK-T 
in Reg ina, Saskatchewan.5 At the present (1957), the micro-
1
cBC, Calender, p. 3. 2 Ibid., p. 3. 3rbid., p. 4. 
411Television Stations For The Dominion of Canada," 
Telecasting Yearbook-Marketbook 1956-1957, p. 267. 
5
"canadian Microwave Ex tended," Broadcasting-
Te l ecasting , LII (May 20, 1957}, p. 89. 
) 
I 
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wave relay network extended more than one-half the length of 
Canada. The Atlantic coast \•ras joined by a regional micro-
l.vave network and "~llaS to be liiL'l{ed vTi th Quebec City •1 Of 
II the thiJ."·ty-six television sta tions in Canada, eight 1.vere 
publicly-mmed and t-vrenty-eight were privately-o-vmed as of 
June 1957. 
An editorial in Maclean's Magazine charged that licen-
sing metl1ods of the Corporation have resulted in artificial 
barriers which compelled individuals to view a particular 
program.2 By refusing to grant private stations permission 
to operate in CBC controlled cities, the individual's right 
to choose programs for himself has been disregarded. The 
editorial further declared it vras the CBC's concern to see 
that there was a wide choice of programs from which to choos .3 
If competition were permitted, the rrrivately-mmed stations ,, 
vrould carry programs not on the CBC station. Then an indi-
vidual vmuld have a choice. 
A more important revelation of the editorial concerned 
the licensing of private station, CHCH-TV in Hamilton.4 
Hamilton is app-roximately fifty miles southeast of Toronto. 
In considering Hamilton for a private license, the CBC 
realized that the signal from Hamilton would reach Toronto. 
1~., P• 89. 
211The CBC and the Captive Audience," Maclean's 
Magazine, LXVI (July 15, 1953), ~· - 2. 
3Ibid. , =P-~ 2._ _ ltLbid~ ,_ I!•- 2•t==#-==== 
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~ Toronto was already covered by a CBC stati on, CBLT. To 
II 
I 
I 
prevent a duplication of coverage, station CHCH-TV was 
required to beam its signal to the Niagara Peninsula. 1 
Thus, Toronto was not in the primary coverage area of 
CHCH-TV. 
Now that television had become established in Canada, 
it had begun to shape aspects of Canadian life in various 
ways. Some institutions suffered and others experienced 
renewed public recognition. Of great concern to Canadians 
was the effect that television has exerted upon radio and 
the humanities. Perhaps of greater concern to non-Canadians 
was the Canadian attitude toward CBC program fare. How well 
did Canadians like the television system and its offerings 
which were constructed for them by the government? The 
following chapter considers that question. 
II 
II 
I 
II 
II 
I 
I 
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CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF CANADIAN VIEWING HABITS 
IN THE TORONTO AREA 
From the time the Liberal Government nationalized 
broadcasting in Canada, the government has had the 
authority to decide program fare aired on the national 
network. The Canadian Government has looked upon radio 
and television as effective instruments in nation-building 
and education. The original stress upon the educational 11 
and cultural potentialities of radio was carried over to II 
the television branch by the CBC, and it appeared that 
programming policy of Canadian television was not designed 
to satisfy popular preferences of the large mass of Canadians. 
A concern for the desires of minority groups resulted 
in television program fare comparable to the programming 
of educational television stations in the United States. 
Furthermore, the majority of Canadians could receive only 
one channel because the CBC had refused to license two 
stations in the same area. Canadians had to view the CBC 
station or nothing. It is of interest to determine if I I! 
Canadians were satisfied with the type of programming offered! 
I 
by the CBC by studying the Toronto area where two Canadian I 
I, 
I 
stations and two American ones could be received. 
Before analyzing audience surveys conducted in the 
II 
I 
I 
II 
!I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Toronto area, a reiteration of Canada's television program 
policy is necessary. The television policy was similar to 
radio policy which had been re-affirmed by fourteen 
Parliamentary Committees and two Royal Commission. Speci-
fically, Canadian television programming policy consisted 
of the following aims: 1 (1) to provide a sizeable amount 
of Canadian production, (2) to provide some programs from 
foreign sources, and (3) to offer a wide range of material 
consisting of programs of substance and programs with 
entertainment value. 
If past performance of the Corporation were studied, 
it immediately became evident that the three aims cited 
above were not wholly achieved. The first two were inversely 
related. An increase in one necessitated a decrease in the 
other. The second point stated the television service was 
to provide some programs from foreign sources. That was 
one of the bases upon which the CBC was founded. It felt 
an excessive amount of foreign programs were not suited to 
Canadian taste-s. As a result, the Corporation programmed 
differently. The smaller the amount of imported programs, 
the more Canadian was the television service. Statistics !I 
revealed that during the week of November 8-14, 1953, station 
1Davidson Dunton, "Television and Business in 
The Business Quarterly, XX (Winter 1955), p. 262. 
I, 
I 
Canada, 'j1 
-e 
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CBLT in Toronto telecast for sixty-five hours.l Of that 
amount, approximately one-half was American programs. To 
be exact, there were thirty-one hours of American programs, 
twenty-five hours of Canadian programs, and nine hours of 
programming produced in the United Kingdom. 2 The amount 
of American produced programming exceeded the Canadian 
total by six hours. More recently, during the third quarter 
of the fiscal year 1956-1957, 50 per cent or more of the 
telecasting hours of five of the six CBC English production 
centers were American produced.3 Despite such statements 
as the one made by the Canadian Forum that ". • • it has 
surely been well-established that excepting possibly in 
il comedy, American television has little of value to offer, n4 
the survey data revealed that at particular times in 1953 
and 1956-1957, the majority of the telecasting hours of the 
1 CBC were American produced. 
I 
1 The Toronto area was a unique television area. Four 
stations could be received there--two CBC and two American. 
The area was additionally unique because it was one of the 
few are as in which Cana dians had a choice among t ele vision 
1Robert R. Allen, "My First Seven Days of TV," 
Maclean's Magazine, LXVII (January 15, 1954), p. 7. 
2 
Ibid., p. 7. 
3
cBC Bureau of Audience Research, Program Statistical 
1
11 
Analfsis ReE~rt (Ottawa: Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 
1957 , p. 37· i 
4Allan San ster The Air," Canadian Forum_, XXX I 
(Novem er T9IT , p. 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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programs. If statements such as the one made by the Canadiari1 
Forum regarding American television were true, Canadians 
would have no desire to view the American stations in the 
Toronto area. 1 
The survey data used in the analysis of viewing habits 
in the Toronto area was compiled by one of Canada's leading 
commercial market research organizations, Elliott-Haynes 
Limited. The organization was established in 1936 and 
maintained offices in Toronto, Vancouver, and Montreal. 
Elliott-Haynes research data was assembled by means of the 
telephone coincidental technique, Teleratings. For this 
discussion, percentage of the audience refers to the share 
of television sets-in-use tuned to a specific program. The 
material was drawn from an Elliott-Haynes monthly Tele-
ratings survey conducted in the Toronto market area. The 
universe consisted of 356,500 television homes from which 
2 
a sample of 300 was drawn. 
Of the two CBC stations received in the Toronto area, 
one, station CBLT, was publicly-owned and the other, station 
CHCH-TV, was privately-owned. The ~~o American stations 
were WBEN-TV and WGR-TV in Buffalo, New York. The week of 
the survey was March 17-23, 1957. The monthly Teleratings 
Report was subscribed to by advertising agencies who 
wished to study the size of their audience; by television 
1 
See p. 63, footnote 4. 
2 
Elliott-Haynes Limited, Teleratings, rMarch 1957 , 
pp. 12, 53. (Hereafter referred to as Telerating s). 
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stations who wished to use the information for sales 
purposes and by film companies, producers and other 
organizations who had a vital concern in the effectiveness 
of television advertising. 
When station CBLT in Toronto went into service, the 
popularity of station WBEN-TV was unchallenged. In Februar,r 
of 1953, an independent survey revealed that seven of ten 
Canadians preferred the American station. 1 A year later, 
Elliott-Haynes reported that the average viewer in southern 
Ontario watched station CBLT 27.2 per cent of his viewing 
time in 1953. The 1954 average was approximately 35 per 
cent Toronto and 65 per cent Buffalo and others. 2 Survey 
results indicated that Canadians persisted in viewing 
station WBEN-TV even after Canadian television began in 
Toronto. 
An incident involving Lorna Green, Canadian actor and 
radio news commentator presented additional evidence that 
II 
il 
I 
II American programming was more effective in Toronto. 3 Greene 1 
appeared in a S tudio One presentation of George Orwell's 
I 
i 
1984 in New York. He had participated in many Canadian 
television dramas prior to his a p pearance on Studio One. 
Following his single appearance over CBS television, Greene 
1
"CBC Television," Canadian Forum, XXXII (February 
1953)' p. 243. 
2
s cott Young, "Let's Stop Monopoly Television," 
Maclean's Ma gazine, LXVII ( May 1, 1954), p. 9. 
3Peter Morgan, 11 TV In Canad a,tt Canadian For um, 
XXXIV ( May 1954), p. 38. 
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was stopped in the streets of Toronto over one hundred times 
and congratulated on his performance in 1984. Although he 
had appeared on the CBC television network many times, Greene 
did not reach the Toronto audience until he appeared on CBS. 
I. SHARES OF THE AUDIENCE 
The first bit of information derived from the Elliott-
Haynes Telerating s concerned the small share of the audience 
held by the pair of Canadian stations in the Toronto area 
during the week under discussion. Station CBLT in Toronto 
had 50 per cent or better of the available audience only 
once during the entire week. Only three times did its share 
of the audience total 40 per cent or better. The largest 
share of the audience captured by the other CBC station, 
CHCH-TV in Hamilton, was 31.2 per cent. Its next highest 
percentage was 20.5 per cent. 
The Buffalo station, WGR-TV, never received 50 per 
cent of the audience. Its highest percentage was 38.5 II 
per cent which was 7.3 per cent higher than station CHCH-TV's 
largest share. However, station WBEN-TV in Buffalo drew 
50 per cent or better of the audience sixteen times during 
the sample week. The largest share was captured by 
$64,000 Question--86.8 per cent. It was interesting to note 11 
that three of the four shows on station CBLT in Toronto 
which received 40 per cent or better of the audience were 
American produced. The same was true for station CHCH-TV 'I I 
- -~====================================================~======== 
TABLE II 
PROGRAMS ON WBEN-TV WHICH CLAIMED MORE THAN HALF OF 
THE AVAILABLE AUDIENCE I N THE TORONTO AREA 
DURING THE WEEK OF ~ARCH 17-23, 1957 
I l Time 
I 
14:30 p.m. 
·5:00 p.m. 
I 
I. 7:00 p.m. 
1 7:30 p.m. 
II 
!I 
18:00 p.m. 
I' 
!I s: 30 p.m. 
II 
,9:00 p.m. 
19:30 p.m. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~0:00 p.m. 
rl 
I 
Days Program Origin 
M-F The Edge of Night u.s.a 
M-F Children's Theatre u.s. 
F Sheriff of Cochise U.S. 
S Private Secretary U.S. 
M Robin Hood U.S. 
Th ~ Preston U.S. 
S Ed Sull ivan Show U.S. 
M Burns and Allen U.S. 
M Arthur Godfrey Talent U.S. 
s 
M 
s 
Tu 
Th 
s 
Tu 
Scouts 
G.E. Theatre 
I Love Lucy 
Alfred Hitchcock 
Red Skelton 
Playhouse 90 
$64,000 Challenge 
$64,000 Question 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
Percentage 
of 
audience 
55.9 
62.5 
51.7 
54.8 
53.5 
50.0 
56.3 
53-7 
56.1 
69.5 
53-7 
71.8 
68.4 
61.9 
86.4 
86.8 
6 
--------------------------------------------------------------
au.s. is abbreviation for American produced program 
ll 
1: 
Jl 
'I 
II 
I 
I TABLE III 
I 
I 
I 
I 
PROGRAMS ON WGR-TV DURING THE S.AM:E TIME PERIODS IN 
WHICH ~ffiEN-TV DREW A MAJOR SHARE 
Time 
II 
l 
II 
1'4:30 
115:00 
117:00 
17:30 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
jls: oo p.m. 
II 
!18:30 p.m. 
19:00 p.m. 
19:30 p.m. 
II 
r 
I 
I J! D:OO p.m. 
Days 
M-F 
M-F 
F 
s 
M 
Th 
s 
M 
M 
s 
M 
s 
Tu 
Th 
s 
Tu 
OF THE AUDIENCE 
Program Origin 
Amos 'n' Andy u.s.a 
Mickey Mouse Club u.s. 
Kukla, Fran, and Ollie U.S. 
Amateur Hour 
Wire Service 
~ Lone Ranger 
Amateur Hour 
Wire Service 
Voice of Firestone 
Omnibus 
San Francisco Beat 
Omnibus 
Cavalcade Theatre 
Bold Journey 
Omnibus 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
Percentage 
of 
audience 
16.9 
16.8 
5.7 
15.0 
14.7 
13.6 
10.6 
3.6 
14.6 
10.5 
11.9 
au.s. is abbreviation for American produced program 
II 
1 ~~Data not available for that segment of program 
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TABLE IV 
PROGRAMS ON CBLT DURING THE SAME TIME PERIODS IN 
WHICH WBEN-TV DREW A MAJOR SHARE 
OF THE AUDIENCE 
!I 
l!---------------------------------~: 1 
Time 
I 4:30 
I 
I 
15:00 
17:00 
I 
11 7:30 
I 
r 
I 
I 
18:00 
II 
11 8:30 
II 
,, 
9:00 
] 0:00 
I 
I 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
Days 
M-F 
M-F 
F 
s 
M 
Th 
s 
M 
M 
s 
M 
s 
Tu 
Th 
s 
Tu 
Program 
Howdy Doodya 
Children's Programs 
Tabloid 
CBC News Magazine 
The Nation's Business 
--and Movie Museum 
Bob Cummings 
Ed Sullivan Show 
The Millionaire 
On Ca...rnera 
All Star Theatre 
Show time 
Pick The Stars 
--
Jackie Rae Show 
---· 
Television Theatre 
Miracle in Java 
- --
Origin 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
c u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
CBC 
CBC 
u.s. 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
Percentage 
of 
audience 
20.2 
10.3 
38.8 
~9-9 
21.1 
26.9 
28.7 
26.8 
29.8 
23.3 
25.5 
17.3 
15.8 
18.5 
8.5 
5.9 
of Howdy Doody 
produced program 
I 
II 
II 
II 
I 
,I 
I 
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TABLE V 
PROGRAMS ON CHCH-TV DURING THE SAME TIME PERIODS IN 
WHICH WBEN-TV DREW A MAJOR SHARE OF 
THE AUDIENCE 
II 
70 
I, 
1---------------------1 I I 
I Percentage 
I Time Days Program Origin of audience 
\ --------------------------------------~------
14:30 p.m. M-F Howdy Doodya CBCb 5.2 
I 
5:00 p.m. M-F __ Ba __ r 11 Ranch CBC 11.4 
\ 7:00 
I 
17:30 
I 
la:oo 
I 
I, 
11 8:30 
11 9:00 
1' 9:30 
j 
I 
I 
~0:00 
I 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
F 
s 
M 
Th 
s 
M 
s 
M 
s 
Tu 
Th 
s 
Tu 
Western Marshall 
Dr. Fu Manchu 
Record Room and 
ProvinCial Affairs 
Musical Mysteries 
Western Roundu:e 
The Millionaire 
On Camera 
All Star Theatre 
I Love Lucy 
Show time 
Pick The Stars 
Jackie Rae Show 
Television Theatre 
Miracle in Java 
. --
CBC 5.7 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
c 
u.s. 
CBC 
CBC 
u.s. 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
CBC 
2.7 
5.9 
6.3 
6.5 
2.4 
3-5 
3.5 
3.6 
3.2 
1.8 
6.8 
2.7 
1.4 
aThe CBC produces its own version of Howdy Doody 
bcBC is abbreviation for Canadian produced program 
cu.s. is abbreviation for American produced program 
jl I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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in Hamilton. Its most popular program was from the United 
States via CBS television. 
Tables II-V allowed comparison of the programs each 
station in the Toronto area carried during the periods 
station WBEN-TV drew 50 per cent or more of the available 
television audience. Table II revealed that the most 
popular shows in the United States had comparable popularity 
with Canadian audiences. Contrary to the beliefs of the 
CBC, Canadians liked programs that likewise appealed to the 
American mass audience. In all time slots represented in 1 
the Tables, American produced shows drew more of the audienc J , 
than CBC proquced programs. For instance, station WBEN-TV 
carried Alfred Hitchcock, Red Skelton, Playhouse 90, The 
$64,000 Challen~, and The $64,000 Question during the time 
periods station CBLT in Toronto telecast the CBC productions, 
II 
Showtime, Pick The Stars, Jackie Rae Shows, Television Theatre 
and Miracle in Java. All the American programs just mentioned 
on station WBEN-TV in Buffalo drew shares of the audience 11 
rang ing from 61.9 per cent to 86.8 per cent. The percentage 
of the audience tuned to station CELT in Toronto ranged from 
5.9 per cent to 18.5 per cent. During the same time slots 
on WGR-TV in Buffalo, the range was 3.6 per cent to 11.9 
I 
per cent. The other CBC station, CHCH-TV, claimed percentagJ s 
ranging from 1.4 per cent to 6.8 per cent. 1 
The majority of the programs listed in Tables IV and V j
1 
I 
f-= 1Te-J:-e-r-a.-t-r:rrg 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
!i 
appealed to minority groups. In its statement of policy, 
the CBC stated that minority group tastes would not be 
sacrificed for the desires of the mass audience. 1 
II. PROGRAM TYPES 
To better clarify the types of programs presented by 
the CBC in opposition to American programs, the writer 
requested the CBC stations to provide a short description 
of a few of their programs. The following descriptions 
do not include all programs offered during the survey week 
because pesponses were incomplete. However, the programs 
included here will give a general idea as to the type and 
format of . CBC programming. 
72 
Tabloid and CBC News Magazine were categorized as news 
content programs. Tabloid was a half-hour news and feature 
program presented six nights each week. It included inter-
views, sports summaries, and weather forecasts. CBC News 
Magazine was presented for a half-hour each Sunday evening. 
It consisted of a roundup of the week's news at home and 
from abroad. Provincial Affairs was a CBC production with a 1 
political format. 
Showtime was a program with a musical comedy touch. 
Pick The Stars was a program designed to discover new 
Canadian talent not usually seen on television. The Jackie 
Rae Show had a variety format which provided an informal 
setting for the talents of Jackie Rae and international gues 
~-~~---~~~~~==================================~====== 
1
cBc, Hi t 2 s ory, p • • 
stars. 
The drama format was utilized by On Camera, a series 
of half-hour dramas, and by All Star Theatre, Television 
Theatre, and Ford Theatre. 
Bar ll Ranch was a daily one hour feature Western movie 
program hosted by the foreman of the local Bar ll Ranch 
outside Hamilton. He encouraged the children to do good, 
practice safety rules, and recommended children's books. 
Western Marshall was a half-hour Western show featuring 
Ste.ve Donamain who was similar to the Lonf9 Ranger and Roy 
Rogers. Western Rounduo consisted of a one hour feature 
Western film. Miracle in Java was a CBC produced public 
service program. 
Dr. Fu Manchu was a half-hour film mystery, espionage 
show with stories based on the famous Dr. Fu Manchu book 
series. 
A quarter-hour live and film show similar to a disc 
II 
I 
I ~ 
I 
I 
I jockey program was Record Room. It used an attractive blonde 
hostess who invited viewers into her home to listen to 
favorite music. Musical Mysteries was a half-hour live quiz 1 
show in which people were phoned to identify musical selectidns. 
In Tables VI-IX, comparisons were made between programs 
on station CBLT in Toronto which drew its largest shares II 
of the audience and programs that were carried at the same 
time over the other three stations. The survey data con-
tained in the ~ables indicated that the Canadian audience 
shifted from station WBEN-TV to station CBLT as the program 
TABLE VI 
PROGRAMS ON CBLT WHICH CLAIMED LARGEST SHARES OF 
THE AUDIENCE DURI NG THE WEEK OF 
MARCH 17-23, 1957 
Percentage 
Time Days Program Origin of 
114:30 
~1 6: 00 
,1 7:30 
lis :oo 
,, 
'I 
p.m. s 
p.m. s 
p.m. Sat 
p.m. Sat 
audience 
Lassie u.s. a 55.6 
Burns and Allen u.s. 41.8 
Holiday Ranch CBCb 41.0 
Perry Como ~ u.s. 46.7 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I! 
II 
II 
11-- --------------------.,., 
I ~U.S. is abbreviation for American produced program 
1 CBC is abbreviation for Canadian produced program 
I 
I 
I 
II 
\ 
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TABLE VII 
PROGRAMS ON WBEN-TV DURING THE SAME TIME PERIODS IN 
WHICH CBLT DREW A MAJOR SHARE OF 
THE AUDIENCE 
Percentage 
Time Days Program Origin of 
:1 4:30 
16:00 
117:30 
18:00 
I 
I. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
p.m. 
s 
s 
Sat 
Sat 
Odzssey 
Telephone Time 
Round Table 
Jackie Gleason Show 
u.s.a. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
u.s. 
audience 
22.2 
31.1 
12.8 
22.2 
au.s. is abbreviation for American produced program 
I 
II 
II 
I, 
I 
I 
,, 
I 
I, 
1: 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
TABLE VIII 
PROGRAMS ON WGR-TV DURING THE SAME TIME PERIODS IN 
WHICH CBLT DREW A MAJOR SHARE OF 
THE AUDIENCE 
76 
11------------------------------------------------------
I 
1: 
I 
~ Percentage 
~~~ Time Days Program Origin of 
1 
audience 
--------------------------------------------------------------- 1' 
11 4:30 p.m. s 
11 6:00 p.m. s 
1
17:30 p.m. Sat 
!l e:oo p.m. Sat 
Medical Horizons 
Captain Gallant 
Movie Feature 
-----
" 
u.s. a 
u.s. 
u.s. 
11.7 
7.2 
16.2 
I' 
I 
II 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
!'--------------~--------------- !I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-~ 
au.s. is abbreviation for American produced program 
b Data not available for that segment of program 
J, 
I. 
I 
I 
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TABLE IX 
PROGRN~S ON CHCH-TV DURING THE SAME TIME PERIODS IN 
WHICH CBLT DREW A MAJOR SHARE OF 
Time Days 
p.m. s 
p.m. s 
THE AUDIENCE 
Program 
Rev. Oral Roberts 
Ford Theatre 
Origin 
u.s.a 
Percentage 
of 
audience 
'
17:30 p.m. 
8:00 p.m. 
Sat Holiday Ranch 
Sat Perry Como Show 
u.s. 
CBCb 
u.s. 
6.4 
19.9 
20.5 
12.5 
--------------------------------------------------- 11 
au. s. is abbreviation .ror American produced program 1 
b CBC is abbreviation .for Canadian produced program 
II 
tf I 
' ,, 
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content changed. For example, on station CBLT in Toronto 
1
j 
Holiday Ranch drew 41.0 per cent of the audience; Round Table l 
I 
on station WBEN-TV in Buffalo captured 12.8 per cent and on 11 
station CHCH-TV in Hamilton Holiday Ranch drew 20.5 per cent 1 
of the audience. Those shows were telecast at the same time ,ll 
7:30 p.m. Saturday. Therefore, it cannot be concluded that 
station WBEN-TV drew major shares of the audience because of 
prestige factors relating to its age. Of the eight shows 
on stations CBLT and CHCH-TV which drew major shares of the 
II 
I 
,I 
audience for both stations, only two were CBC produced. The I 
remaining six were produced in the United States. ,, 
Since the microwave link was completed between Toronto 11 
and Buffalo shortly after station CBLT in Toronto began ll 
operations, selected network television shows from all the II 
American networks have been carried by the CBC. In studying I 
the research data to prepare this chapter, it was discovered 
that certain programs from the United States were available 
to the Toronto area over two and sometimes three different 
stations. An attempt was made to determine if a particular 
station was preferred by the Canadian audience when the 
program was available from more than one. Analysis revealed 
that four American network programs were available at the 
same time over both station WEEN-TV in Buffalo and station 
CBLT in Toronto. The four shows, Ed Sullivan Shows, Climax, 
I Love Lucy, and Studio One received more viewers from 
station WBEN-TV. 
I 
II 
On the Toronto station the programs drew 28.7 per cent, 
25.2 per cent, 25.5 per cent, and 16.7 per cent of the 
audience respectively. The same programs on the Buffalo 
station claimed 56.3 per cent, 49.8 per cent, 52.7 per cent, 
II 
rr 
I 
I• tl 
I 
I 
and 38.2 per cent respectively. In every instance, the share, 
of the available audience claimed by station ~~EN-TV in I' II 
Buffalo nearly doubled that of the Toronto station. I 
I 
Children have always been an important segment of the 1 
broadcaster's audience. On three of the four stations in JJ 
the Toronto area, children's programs were aired at the same , 
time, 5:00 P.M. Monday-Friday. Even children preferred the 
American programs over Canadian ones. On station CBLT in 
Toronto, children's programs drew 10.3 per cent of the 
audience, station WGR-TV in Buffalo claimed 16.8 per cent 
II 
and station VmEN-TV in Buffalo captured 62.5 per cent, indi- 11 
I 
eating an overwhelming defeat for the CBC in its children's 1
1 
program format and content. Both American stations received 
more of the av.ailab le audience than did the CBC station. 
The final bit of information gleaned from the survey 
data was related to news programs. Three of the stations 
programmed news at the identical hour. Again station WEEN-~~ 
in Buffalo had the largest share of the audience as compared l
1 
with the others. CBC news on station CBLT in Toronto drew il 
33.2 per cent, station CHCH-TV in Hamilton claimed 10.4 per 
cent, and station WBEN-TV in Buffalo drew 42.7 per cent of 
_____ 1 ___ _ 
the available audience. 
Television viewing in the Toronto area continued to 
be heavily in favor of station WBEN-TV during March as in 
Febtuary 1957. The following data revealed the de gree of 
preference for the American stations: 2 
February March 
CBLT 26.7 26.5 
CHCH-TV 8.5 8.] 
WBEN-TV 45.3 45.0 
WGR-TV 15.8 16.4 
80 
Elliott-Haynes conducted a special survey during the 
months of September-November 1956, to determine for the CBC 
the effect American networks' switching from Daylight to 
Eastern Standard Time would have upon the audience of CBC 
Television Theatre.3 When the networks changed to Standard 
Montreal, Ottawa, and Winnipeg were virtually unaffected 
by American competition. As a result, CBC Television 
Theatre acquired practically all the audience. According 
to Elliott-Hayne s , prior to the arrival of The $64,000 
Challenge in the 10:00 to 10:30 PM period, CBC Television 
Theatre attracted approximately 75 per cent of the audience. 
On October 28, after the switch to Eastern Standard Time by 
1Teleratings, £2• cit., pp. 12-19. 2 Ibid., p. 1. 
-- --:3ca.na 1an B:roa- cast1ng- Corpora 1on, A:ua ences for cm:r 
Television Theatre September-November 1956, (February 1951'), 
pp. 5, 8. 
e --
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the American network s, CBC Television Theatre dropped to 20 
per cent of ·>audlence while The $64,000 Challenge's share was 
70 per cent. In the period 10:30 to 11:00 PM during What's 
Mt Line?, station CELT in Toronto drew only 20 per cent with 
CBC Television Theatre compared to station WEEN-TV's share 
of 66 per cent with What's !!!:I. Line ? An attempt was also 
made to determine the p roportion who had heard of CBC Tele 
vision Theatre. Data revealed that 59 per cent of the sample 
who had heard of the series were viewing American channels 
in Buffalo. 
A conclusion was drawn from the data presented above. 
Canadian programming could not compete with commercia l tele-
vision in the United States. The surv e ys cited indicated 
that if Canadians were allowed a choice, there was a distinct 
preference for American type programs. In the Toronto area, I 
am emphatic preference was shown for station WBEN-TV in 
Buffalo over the Canadian station, CELT. It was further 
shown that the popularity of the Buffalo station was not 
solely due to prestige relating to its age. At all times 
prog r am content determined the audience. In Canada the 
audience did not determine the program. The program 
the audience. 
determin l d 
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III. CAPTIVE AUDIENCE PREFERENCES 
Data has been published reflecting the program prefer-
ences of captive audiences in Canada. A captive audience 
refers to one that has access to only one Btation and cannot 
exercise the program choice available in the Toronto area. 
Such a captive audience was Halifax, Nova Scotia. Virtually 
the only television station giving consistent and quality 
service in the Halifax area was the publicly-owned CBC 
station CBHT. A January 1956 survey revealed that twenty-
three programs attracted 80 per cent or more of all televisio 
1 homes in the area during the month. Of those programs, two 
I, out of three were American produced. Programs with ratings of 
I il 
1 90 per cent or more included Ed Sullivan Show, Four Star PlayL 
house, l Love Lucy, Corliss Archer, Robin Hood, Medic, and 
Life of Riley. 
and 90 per cent. 
were Canadian. 
Sixteen programs received ratings between 80 
In that range, only seven of the production k 
Thus it appeared that even captive audiences preferred 
American type programs when available. Much of the animosity 
toward the CBC by the Canadian public stemmed from the fact 
that captive audiences comprised most of Canada. Recently th 
CBC became aware of that fact and realized the situation had 
lcanadian Broadcasting Corporation, Radio After One 
Year of TV in Metropolitan ' Halifax, (~a nuary 1957), p. 7. 
II 
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to be remedied. That was one of the problems which faced 
the 1957 Royal Commission on Broadcasting. A discussion 
of the Fowler Commission and its report will follow in 
Chapter VII. 
From the material presented in this chapter, it can be 
concluded that Canadian television audiences preferred 
l1 American programming over CBC programming when such a choice 
II existed. In areas such as Toronto where American programming 
I 
I 
I 
was available to Canadians, the Canadian stations consistentl 
drew smaller shares of the available audience throughout 
the broadcast day. The preference for American programming 
was evident in comedy, variety, drama, children's and news 
programs. 
The past discussions of the Canadian national television 
system habe indicated that the CBC has faced problems that 
greatly affected its operations and imposed limitations. 
I Chief among those problems was the one of finances. Because 
ll the CBC was not wholly dependent upon commercial revenue for 
its income, the decrease in income during the recent years 
has posed a serious problem. Material relating to the 
financial condition of the Corporation has been presented 
in the preceding chapters. With that background, it is 
time to consider the financial problem of the Corporation 
in more detail. 
1 
I 
. ---- -~ 
II CHAPTER VI 
I 
I 
THE FINANCIAL PROBLEM OF THE CANADIAN BROADCASTING 
CORPORATION 
It is necessary to regress several years and examine 
the financial condition of the CBC prior to Television. In 
its annual report for the year 1949-1950, the CBC revealed 
it had been operating during the fiscal year " ••• under 
conditions of uncertainty about its basic financial condition 
in the future. nl That was two years before television was 
II established in Canada. During that year, the CBC did not 
I undertake any of the badly needed improvements or extensions 
of its radio service. Income for the radio service came from 
I license fees and commercial revenue. For the 1949-1950 fisca~ 
1 year, 2 income totalled approximately $8,000,000 and expendi-
tures were $8,250,000. Consequently, the CBC faced a deficit 
of nearly $250,000. The Corporation had received a loan 
from Parliament amounting to ~~4,500, 000 but the loan was 
used in the development of a television system. 
The same situation prevailed in the year 1950-1951 that 
existed the previous year. The Massey Commission had not sub 
mitted its report and the financial condition of the CBC grew 
steadily worse. The deficit for the 1950-1951 year3 was 
1Annual B~ort, 1949-1950, 2£· cit., p . 5. 2 Ib i d • , p • 6 2 • 
3 
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more than $1,000,000. The CBC stated that increased costs 
resulted from inflationary trends of the times. Preliminary 
plans were developed for the television system and resulted 
in a preliminary television deficit of $100,000. 
1 
On June 1, 1951, the Massey Report was completed. 
kmong the suggestions of the Royal Commission which Parliamen 
transformed into law was the recommendation that the CBC 
radio service receive fixed grants for a period of five years 
The grant was fixed at $6,250,000 yearly. As a result of the 
grant, during 1951-1952 CBC revenues increased $ 7,000,000 
over the past fiscal year although operating expenses increas d 
by $1,500,000. After allowances for depreciation, the operat ng 
surplus in radio broadcasting amounted to $3,500,000 contrast !! d 
to the deficit of $1,000,000 the preceding year. The tele-
vision service continued in the development stage and spent 
an additional $400,000 for the 1951-1952 fiscal year. The 
operating expenses for television were financed from separate 
loans made for that purpose. A second one amounting to 
$1,500,000 was received during the year. The additional 
revenue from the loan enabled the Corporation to narrow the 
gap between income and expenses, provided a source of steady 
income for the next four years, and allowed improvements and 
extensions of the radio service. 
The next fiscal year, 1952-1953, felt the financial 
1 Annual Reoort, 1951-1952, 2£· cit., pp. 5, 43, 46. 
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impact of the newly inaugurated television system. 1 Tele-
vision broadcasting realized an income of only $600,000. Of 
that amount, $500,000 came from commercial revenue. Operati 
expenses for television were more than $3,000,000 as compared 
to approximately $400,000 the previous year. Programming 
claimed 58.9 per cent of the total operating expense and 
engineering accounted for 21.2 per cent. In accordance with 
established . legislation, a third loan in the amount of 
$2,000,000 was made to the ·television service. The radio 
service received for the second year the statutory grant of 
$6,250,000 fixed by Parliament. With that as a major 
source of income, the radio service realized an operating 
surplus of nearly $3,000,000 for the year. Revenue from 
radio license fees decreased more than $100,000 while 
commercial time on radio accumulated $50,000 more than the 
preceding year. After providing the depreciation and obsoles 
cence for both the radio and television services, the 
Corporation recorded a net surplus of $400,000. The sharp 
decrease in financial surp lus was due to the increase in 
cost required to begin operations of the television system . 
During 1953-1954 an operating surplus was recorded for 
the television system. 2 That was larg ely due to legislation 
1Annual Report, 1952-1953, ~· cit., pp. 40-41, 48. 
2Annual Report, 1953-1954, ~· cit., pp. 53e54. 
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which provided the 15 per cent excise tax levied on receiver 
sets and parts to be paid to the CBC. Revenue was hi gh be-
cause many sets had been purchased since television became 
established. At that time, the Corporation realized that 
revenues from that source would soon decrease because the 
country would become saturated with receiver sets. Televisioh 
II 
realized $12,000,000 and the radio service recorded $6,000,00ID 
. I 
( $400,000 less than the amount received the previous year on 
license fees) from the excise tax. In addition, the radio 
system received the grant of $6,250,000 for the third year. 
The television received a fourth loan from Parliament amount-
ing to $4,750,000. Revenue from commercial broadcasting 
on radio began to decreas e and operating expenses continued 
to increase. It was interesting to note that the revenue 
received from the 15 per cent excise tax represented nearly 
90 per cent of the income of television. For the third 
consecutive year, the Corporation realized a surplus. After 
the customary allowances for depreciation and obsolescence, 
a surplus of $6,500,000 was recorded. Of that amount, 
$1,250,000 came from the radio service and $5,250,000 from 
television. It must be noted at this point that no 
standardized means of financing radio or television had been 
established. Many ways were utilized and the most effective 
for the time seemed to be the excise tax. 
In 1954-19551 , income for the radio service continued 
\) 
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to come from three sources: (1) the annual statutory grant, 
(2) the proceeds of excise tax on receivers, and (3) from 
II commercial revenue. Income from the excise tax declined 
I 
I 
II 
II 
II 
I 
as in the previous year for the radio service. It decreased 
probably more than $2,000,000 below what would have been the 
proceeds of the former license fee. Co1nmercial revenue 
continued to drop and the radio service was fortunate to end 
the year with only a small deficit. Income from the excise 
tax continued to be high for television service because of 
the large number of receiver sets purchased during the year. 
Commercial revenue increased and as a consequence, a consid-
erable operating surplus was recorded for the television 
system. Radio broadcasting realized a deficit of $200,000 
the television system recorded an operating surplus of 
$4,500,000. As a result, the Corporation disclosed an l 
operating surplus of $4,250,000. For the fourth consecutive 
year, the Corporation experienced a sizeable financial surplu • 
In the fiscal year 1955-1956, commercial revenue in 
the radio service declined for the third consecutive year. 1 
The annual statutory grant of $6,250,000 terminated March 31, 
1956. Although radio broadcasting realized an income increase 
of $120,000, an increase in operating expenses of $200,000 
resulted in a deficit for the radio service. In the tele-
vision system, only a sli ght increase was noted in proceeds 
1Annual Report, 1955-1956, ££• cit., pp. 3, 46. 
I 
I 
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from the excise tax but commercial revenue increased by 
nearly $3,250,000 over the p.ast year. For both the radio 
Jl 
and television systems, operating expenses increased nearly 
$lo,ooo,ooo over the ~eceeding year. Such a sharp increase 11 
in expenses resulted in a deficit of more than $1,250,000 fo~ 
the year in both serv·ices. The CBC became further indebted 11 
I 
"'.·rhen a sixth loan amounting to $8,5oo,ooo '\vas authorized I 
for the television system. Since the establishment of 
television in Canada in 1952, the CBC saw op~rating expenses I 
increase from $1~,ooo,ooo to $38,ooo,ooo for the year 1955- 1 
1956~ Expenses steadily increased and income decreased. I 
In the fiscal year 1956-1957, the net operating l 
expenses were more than $38,ooo,ooo.1 It was estimated that ! 
the net cost in 1963 '\vould be nearly $7~,ooo,ooo. The 1 
expenditures for the year 1956-1957 vrere made up:· of: approxi- 1 
mately $25,5oo,ooo for the television and $12,500,000 for 
the radio service. 2 
As indicated previously, considerable surpluses had 
accumulated in previous years.3 On March 31, 1956, the 
I 
surplus amounted to more than $13,000,000. During 1956-1957, 
the Government wi thdre'\v $7,000,000 from the surplus and 
applied it to current operations. Ih addition, a special 
1Roya1 Commission on Broadcasting, .Q.Jl:. cit., p .• 251. 
2Ibid. , p;. 251. 3rbid. , pp:. 
I 
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grant amounting to $12,000,000 was made by Parliament for 
the support of the television system. Estimate 's for the 
year ending March 31, 1958, were submitted to Parliament. 
When the Minister of Finance submitted the estimate~ on 
January 22, 1957, a provision was made for the radio service 
to receive the $6,250,000 grant for another year. The 
$12,000,000 grant made during 1956-1957 was repeated. The 
report estimated the proceeds from the excise tax to total 
$16,000,000 which was $4,500,000 less than the expected 
yield for 1956-1957. 
The Fowler Commission did not believe the estimate~ 
made above would meet expenses of the CBC during the year 
which began April 1, 1957. The CBC was facing a financial 
crisis as it did before the Massey Commission remedied the 
situation in 1951. From the data presented, it could be 
concluded that the major financial weakness of the Corpora-
tion was the lack of an assured and explicit means of 
financing. Many methods had been tried. One . of the 
recommendations made by the Massey Commission was that anothe 
Commission investigate the television system no later than 
three years after its inauguration in Canada. Interestingly, 
the three year period ended at the time the CBC plunged into 
its financial crisis. On December 2, 1955, the suggested 
Commission was appointed with the express purpose to examine 
and make recommendations related to radio and television 
I 
I 
I 
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broadcasting in Canada. As expected, the major concern of 
the Commission was CBC finances. The Commission was chaired 
by Robert MacLaren Fowler of Montreal, President of the 
Canadian Pulp and Paper Association. I The Commission of three 1 
submitted its report on March 29, 1957. Chapter VII is 
devoted to that Commission and its report. 
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CHAPTER VII 
THE FOWLER CO~rniSSION REPORT 
The use of Royal Commissions in Canada has been criti-
1 
cized as a means of saying good things and doing nothing. 
The Commissions were supposedly appointed by Parliament 
because Parliament felt the members of the Commissions were 
capable of examining and making recommendations related to 
Canadian problems. Yet after the Commissions made their 
reports much of the work accomplished was in vain because 
Parliament did not recognize its value. 
The Fowler Commission appointed in 1955 was the third 
of such commissions appointed in the history or Canadian I 
,, 
broadcasting. The two previous Commissions had made reports ! 
on the arts in Canada and each report contained a segment 
devoted to broadcasting . The recommendations made by the 
Massey Commission regarding the financing of television were 11 
I 
not accepted. Instead, tbe government instituted methods 
radically different from the ones suggested by the Massey 
Commission. 
The Fowler Commission was appointed with the express 
purpose of examining and making recommendations concerning 
Canadian broadcasting, particularly its financial aspect. 2 
1 
Allan Sangster, "On the Air," Canadian Forum, XXXII 
__ (_December 12-:5'2 )_,_ PRo• _2Dh2.D~!- =-==- --=-
2 
Royal Commission on Broadcasting, ££• cit., pp. 295-296. 
I! 
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The Fowler Report was submitted to Parliament in March of:
9
} ~r 
1957. vfuether or not the recommendations would be followed I 
was the concern of Parliament. Judging from past performancJ i, 
many of the more radical recommendations '\vould not be heeded.ll 
This chapter is devoted to what i.vere considered the most 
significant suggestions made by the Commission. II 
II 
Since its formation in 1936 by the Ca1~dian Broadcasting! 
Act, the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation has consisted of 11 
and i.<Ta.S governed by a Board of Governors . and a general manage.r 
I 
I 
and his assistant. The Act of 1936 made provisions for the 
1 Board to consist of nine governors. The membership was jl 
increased to eleven governors in 1952. 2 The duties of the I 
Board vrere nebulously defined as the general direction of 1 
policy.3 Day to day··management and operation of the Corpora-1 
tion were delegated to the general manager and the assistant 
4 general manager. Thus, at the time of writing the CBC 
consisted of thirteen members directly responsible to 
Parliament. These members regulated and directly controlled 
all broadcasting in Canada. 
vfuen the CBC was formed in 1936, there were seventy-
lThe ~{ei.·T York Times, September 27, 1936, Part X, p. 10 
col. 7. 
2 Royal Commission on Broadcasting, .Q.Y·· cit., p;. 306. 
3I' .d ·· 92 4Ib.d 92 
..J2.L·' p. • --L·' p. . 
II 
= 
I~ 
I 
I 
II' 
I. 
I 
I 
r 
\ 
I 
-1~ 
,, 
'I I 
the cost of operations during the 1956-1957 fiscal year was 
I 
f\ 4 ~40,000,000. Those costs increased as television service 
I 
I was extended to other areas. The Board of Governors was 
l1 II 
II 
respopsible for the entire broadcasting system which was 
twenty times more expensive and complicated than it was in 
1936. The same type of board has controlled the broadcasting 
service during that growth. The Fowler Commission reasoned 11 
that method of control was not sufficient for Canadian 
broadcasting in 1957. One of its recommendations was that 
the CBC Board of Governors be abolished and replaced by a 
5 
new Board of Broadcast Governors distinct from the CBC. 
The Commission thought two public agencies should be 
allowed to engage in radio and television broadcasting.6 
The CBC would be converted into the first of the agencies 
to operate publicly-owned stations and engag e in the 
production and distribution of a national program service 
across Canada. Accordingly, the Commission suggested that 
1 92. 2 92. 3 Ibid., p. Ibid. , p. Ibid. , p. 92. 
4 Ibid., p. 92. 5 Ibid., p . 92. 6 Ibid. , p. 92. 
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made into that agency. The second public agency con~ 
of a board created and given the authority to act for 
I 
I' I 
I 
I 
II 
Parliament and responsible to Parliament. This new board 
was responsible for the direction and supervision of the 
entire Canadi 9Il broadcasting system. The Commission referred 
,, 
!I 
' 
ji 
was to have re sponsi bili ty for all phases of Canadian broad- lj 
to this new board as the Board of Broadcast Governors which 
casting. It was not a segment of the CBC. The CBC was II 
Also, I 
I 
responsible to the Board and the Board to Parliament. 
private broadcasters were to be responsible to the Board f'or i 
their performance. If the government accepted that recommen-
1 
dation, nearly twenty-one years of re gulating its competition 
would end for the CBC. Under the new 1.e gislation, the 11 
Corporation was concerned only with publicly-owned stations II 
' and program production. Private stations were controlled by 1 
the new Board of Broadcast Governors. In a brief presented 
before the Commission, the Canadian Association of Radio and ij 
Television Broadcas ters recommended that an independent 
regulatory body be organized to replace the method of-
regulation by the CBC. 1 
When the government announced it would consider appli-
cations for private stations, the "single channel" policy 
1
"Fowler Report Adoption Urged; Would Take Away Reins 
I 
I 
I 
, From CBC," Broadcasting-Telecasting , LII (April 1, 1957), 
11 p. 134. 
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came into effect and continued at the time of writing. The 
government stated that no two television stations would be 
licensed to serve the same area. The aim was to provide II 
national by television as rapidly as coverage p:ossible througn 
the use of both public and private sources. Within four 
,, 
years, 80 per cent of the Canadian population v·Tas in the 
coverage areas of Canadian stations. As reported in Chapter ,¥, 
hostility mounted against the CBC over the years because of 11 
the 11single channel" p_olicy. There was a strong demand for 1' 
the licensing of second stations. The briefs p1l"esented ·i 
before the Commission in Winnipeg advocated the licensing of 
second stations for that reason.1 In Vancouver and Toronto, 
arguments before the Commission stated that vie,vers who 
were tu~ning to American channel~ could be re-captured by 
2 
additional Canadian stations. In public hearings, fifty-
II 
I 
six briefs were submitted before the Commission favoring 1. 
I 
the licensing of additional stations in locales that already I 
had Canadian television service.3 Of that number, fourteen j 
w·ere from p:rivate broadcasters "tllho certainly felt a legi tima~ 
pecuniary interest. The remaining forty-two were submitted 
lRoyal Connnission on Broadcasting, Qll!. cit., p·. 226. 
I 2Lbid. , pl. 226::., 3rbid. , p:. 226-2~ • 
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by diversified groups representing chambers of commerce., fa, 
associations, trade unions, and university group~. All thos . 
repTesentative groups desired to have alternative television ! 
service. Taking their testimony into consideration, the 
Commission recommended that the "single channel" p.olicy be 
eliminated.1 Since the unused channels v-rere so few, the 
Commission attached utmost importance to determining when 
11 the IYOlicy should be abandoned, to whom second station 
licenses should be granted, and on what terms they should 
be granted. 2 The Commission feared the duplicating in tele- ! 
" II I 
I 
II 
I 
1! -
I 
II 
' vision of the mistake of licensing small, inadequate, privat . 
I 
radio stations. One-third of the pTivate radio stations in I 
Canada were not affiliated vrith any Canadian network. Conse~ 
quently, the unaffiliated stations offered the poorest 
pTogramming to be found in Canadian radio.3 The Commission 11 
I 
television second stations. I 
v-ras determined that this could not be allowed to happen to 
The second stations would 
I 
Probably be separate individual op~erations because they v-rould II lr 
not be affiliated with the regular CBC network. Most of 
1 
the nev-r stations would be located in areas already served ,,, 
by CBC stations. If the CBC made the new· stations affiliate~! ' 
dup:Lication of service would result. Although they would I' 
not be attached to the CBC network and would not receive 
1Ibid.' p:·. 227. 2Ibid., p,. 227. 
3I.bid.' p. 227. 4-Ibid., p;. 229. 
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CBC programming , the Commission stated that the new stations 
had to exercise the sane purposes and obJectives as 
affiliates. They had to have the same oblig ations to serve 
Canadian needs and aid in national unity. 1 
The Commission foresaw two arguments a g ainst the early 
abandonment of the "single channeltt policy. 2 Television 
channels should not be left dormant if they could be utilized! 
for the benefit of the Canadian people. The number of 
channels available was limited and like other scarce natural 
resources, they should not be wasted nor hoarded. The 
Commission felt that since 80 per cent of the Canadian popu-
lation was in a reception area, there should be no undue 
haste in allocating second stations. A high standard of 
performance was to be expected of the licensee. If such 
a standard could not be indicated before the channel was 
allocated, it would be better to wait until an applicant 
could meet such a standard. 
Secondly, the licensing of a second station in an area 
already served by a CBC station could result in greater 
demands on the public treasury.3 An additional station in 
an area was certain to obtain some of the commercial revenue I 
realized by the other station. In the case of a CBC station, ! 
the decrease in commercial revenue would have to be met by 
money from the public treasury. The Commission suggested 
1 
Ibid • , p • 2 3 0 • 2 Ibid., p. 230. 3Ibid., p. 231. · 
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that CBC stations be p~epared for such a situation and compete 
more vigorously for commercial revenue than before., 1 II 
'!I The Commission recommended that the "single channel" 
policy be followed until the suggested Board of Broadcast 'I 
Governors had been established and had formulated regulationd 
I 
applicable to the private unaffiliated second stations so th~F 
an applicant would know from the outset what was expected 1 
of him. 2 
Decisions as to '~;mo should receive the licenses should 
be made by the Governor in Council after receiving such 
recommendations from the Board of Broadcast Governors.3 It 
was assumed that the new stations would receive no CBC 
II p-rogramming for reasons previously mentioned. Therefore, the;l 
entire program structure of a second stations would be subjecit 
to regulation. If a suitable applicant did not emerge 
immediat ely, the Commission suggested that the Board of 
cast Governors patiently wait until one appeared. 
In considering terms upon which second licenses should 
1
1 
be granted, the Commission did not think it was in a position 
lr 
to draft such regulations. 
In considering means to finance future operations of 
the CBC, the Fowler Commission emphatically stated that the 
1Ibid., P• 231. 
3~.' p. 233. 
2Ibid. ' Jj_)l. 233. 
lr!bid.' p. 234. 
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15 per c e nt excis e ta:;-c ri1e t hod was 
. 1 
unsatisfactory. The 
Commission believed that the excise tax should continue to 
be absorbed by the CBC but recognized only as a contribution 
to capital costs from set owners. The fault of the perennial l Y 
I 
considered license fee was that nobody favored it. The II 
methods of collection were inefficient and expensive. 
Experience with radio license fees proved that evasion was 
costly to the government and the fee was difficult to enforce ! 
II 
Revenue from radio license fees for 1925 amounted to $91,996. ~ 
The cost of collecting was $10,060.56. That included ad-
vertising, printing, legal expenses, commision to dealers, 
and salaries of typists. More important, the license fee 
was an unpopular tax. As mentioned in the previous chapter, 
the major financial weakness of the CBC was the lack of an 
assured and definite financial provision. With that in mind, ! 
the Fowler Commission recommended that the CBC be financed 
directly through Parliament by grants instead of loans. 3 
To provide a basis for making recommendations about 
CBC finances, estimated were made for the operating require-
ments of the CBC over the period, 1957-1963. The following 
1 Ibid., p. 274. 
2The Dominion of Canada Parliament, House of Commons 
Debates, Radio Receiving Sets, 15th Parliament, lst Session, 
March 15, 1926, Vol. II (Ottawa: F. A. Acland, 1926), · 
p. 1505. 
3Royal Commission on Broadcasting, ££• cit., p. 277. 
!I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
101 
estimated amounts, based upon the value of the 1956 dollar, 
would be required from the treasury to operate the CBC: 
Fiscal year ending Thousands of 
March 31 Dollars 
1958 $ 44,238 
1959 50,130 
1960 55,762 
1961 61,842 
1962 67,512 
1963 73,909 
Since the fiscal year ending March 31, 1958, started 
before the Fowler Report was considered by Parliament, the 
Commission suggested that Parliament provide the amounts in 
the above table1 for the five fiscal years between April 1, 
1958, and March 31, 1963. The Commission suggested three 
methods that could be utilized by the government in providing 
2 
the above amounts. 
Method A sugg ested by the Commission was probably the 
simplest and least desirable to the CBC. Parliament could 
vote at one time , as a statutory grant, the five sums in 
the preceding table and make adjustments to account for 
inflation or deflation. But the Commission feared that 
method because it made it too easy for Parliament not to 
provide the entire sum. Parliament might see fit to provide 
the money by annual grants. Such an action would be detri-
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mental to the operation of an independent broadcasting agencY,. 
It was better to provide an assured financ i a l source to I 
allow the agency to formulate future developments. 
The second alternative, Method B, was similar to the 
preceding one. Instead of granting dollar amounts over a 
period of five years, Parliament would provide for an increa 1e 
of each yearly payment by a fixed percentage based upon the 
previous year r s grant as follows: ,, 
Fiscal year 
ending 
March 31 
Yield by adding 
11.376 per cent to 
previous year 
I 
Estimated c a sh 1! 
requirements II 
for ~BC 
(thousands of dollars ) 
1959 49,270 50,130 
1960 54,876 55,762 
1961 61,119 61,842 
1962 68,073 67,512 
I' 
1963 75,817 73,909 
The fixed percentage of annual increase amounted to 11.376 
per cent which consisted of more than 4 per cent for normal ll 
and expected growth of the television system. The remaining l1 
I 
7 per cent allowance was based upon expected expansions in 
color, coverage, and increases in broadcast hours. It can 
be seen from the preceding table1 that the amount realized 
the first three years would be less than the estimated amoun 
required to operate the CBC. Slightly more would be received 
the last two years than would be expected to be spent. This 
II 
,, 
II 
II 
II 
method possessed the fault of not providing for automatic 
adjustments to follow the upward or downward movement of 
Canadian economy. In addition, it failed to indicate to 
each taxpayer the amount he contributed to the broadcasting 
The last method and most advantageous one was Method C. 
This method was recommended by the Commission as the most 
feasible. Unlike the other methods, this one based annual 
appropriations on a percentage of consumer spending. The 
percentage was based upon one of the recognized measurements 
of national economic expenditures by the public. In each of 
the five fiscal years under consideration, the CBC would 
receive from the Consolidated Revenue Fund an appropriation 
equal to a fixed percentage of total personal expenditure on 
consumer goods. To account for the introduction of color, 
extension of coverage, and an increase in broadcast hours, 
percentages would increase from approximately one-fourth of 
1 per cent to one-third of 1 per cent. There were obvious 
advantages of that method. The figure which determined the 
amount of CBC revenue increased as the Canadian population 
I 
'i and economy expanded. If inflation occurred, total consumer 
expenditure likewise increased providing the Corporation with 
a larger appropriation. Also, an individual who desired to 
estimate his share of monetary contribution to national broad 
casting could easily do so by use of the percentage figure 
provided by Parliament. 
Those were the recommendations upon which the future 
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of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation depended. 
1_04_,1!=1 === Looking-~ 
I 
ahead, the Commission suggested that before March 31, 1963, 1' 
the government should seriously consider methods of providing!~ 
funds for the CBC beyond the period dealt with by the Fowler 
1
: 
Commission. Poss ibly one of the methods sugg ested by the 
Fowler Commission will serve as a panacea for the Canadian 
broadcasting service. 
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SU~WillRY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This thesis has described the nature of the Canadian 
national television system as viewed by an American. It is 
difficult for a foreigner to present an account of a cultura I 
aspect native to another country without bias or imperfections. 
Canada possesses a commendable system of broadcasting . II 
It is strictly Canadian just as the American system is stricJ~y 
commercial. Neither one could successfully replace the othe 
Both systems were shaped by :1 the forces of geography and 
economics . It is natural that Americans think their system j 
superior to the Canadian because Americans lack knowledge of I 
the Canadian system. The primary objective of this thesis 
was to overcome that lack of knowledge . Ignorance of a 
situation is no basis for condemnation. Only when an 
individual fully comprehends the subject under consideration P 
I' can he intelligently discuss and pass judgement. 
As shown in this work, the Canadian broadcasting system 
faced problems that American broadcasting has been spared. 
Both television systems - showed tremendous deficits in their 
early stages of development. The American system had 
the advantage of receiving financial aid from radio. This 
aid was not realized in Canada because the radio service 
II 
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It lacked financial security also. Once television realized --~====~========================================~====~ 
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profits in the United States, profits continued to mount. Th 1 
Canadian system seldom realized a surplus. During the years 
when profits were reported by the Corporation, , the surplus 
was retained to finance future operations. The fact that 
Canada managed to keep its television system in service while 
facing an uncertain financial future is commendable. I 
Because the Canadian Government desired to follow a II 
'I similar philosophy in television as in radio, problems arose I 
which had profound affect upon Canadians and the government. 
Chief among these problems was the one of finances. Before 
television was introduced into Canada, the g overnment informe d 
Canadians that the medium would be expensive to finance. The 
prediction held true because CBC television faced a financial 
crisis early in 1956. The problem of finances was due in par 1! 
to the problem of coverage. The Canadian population of 
1
1 
16,000,000 was scattered unevenly across an expanse of 4000 
1 miles. A national system required that television service be 
I 
I 
I 
I 
In some areas, the CBC was handicapped because American II 
stations penetrated Canadian cities. In Toronto, it was show 
I 
available to as many c~~adians as possible across that vast 
distance. 
that Canadian '-programming could not successfully compete with 
American programming. Once Canadians received a sample of 
American television, they demanded that the CBC furnish equal 
television program fare. Such a desire was contrary to Cana-
dian broadcasting philosophy. ·If the desires of the mass 
audience- we__re- .tul-:Ci-l.led, _mia Gr-d-t-y g.Eo.G.:u,p-s_ wGu-ld- be=-neg-le.c ted-· -==iF==== 
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e II Consequently, hostility developed betvleen many Canadians and :, 
~~ the aBC. i: 
A Conservative Government was elected in Canada in 1957 . ·1 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,, 
' A similar situation prevailed when the Aird Commission sub- I 
I 
I mitted its report. Soon after the Aird Commission report 
was released., a general election put the Government in the j 
hands of the Conservatives. Nearly three years elapsed ~~ 
before the Aird Report received consideration in Parliament. I! 
The original philosophy of Canadian broadcasting remaine~  
unaffected by television. The Massey Commission which 1 
devoted a segment of its report to broadcasting, recommended li 
that television be developed in the same manner as was radio. 
The philosophy behind Canadian radio broadcasting consisted 
of three facets. They were (1) a concern for the tastes and 
desires of minority groups, (2) the development of Canadian 
talent, and (3 ) the production of programs with Canadian 
content. That philosophy was applied to television by the 
Massey Report and seemed to be the philosophy of the Fowler 
Commission. It continued despite the pressure placed upon 
the government by a new and expensive medium. 
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